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no Know N Nothing organizations of whose mem- 
bers 1 have any know! ledge. If they exist, they 
exist secretly. There are no open, avow ed ones 
among us. ‘These general charges as to matters 
f opinion amount to but very little. It is alto- 
rether probable that the gentleman and myself 
will differ in opinion, not only upon this slavery 
qu stion, but also as to the sentimentsof the peo- 

le of Illinois. The views which I entertain are 
honest ones; they are the sincere sentiments of 
my heart. I will not say thatthe view which he 
entertains in reference to these matters are not 
equally honest. [ impute no such thing as in- 
since rity toany Senator. Claiming for myself 
to be honest and sincere, l am willing to award 
to others the’same sincerity that | claim for my- 
As to what views other men in Illinois 
may entertain, we may honestly differ. The 
views of the members of the Legislature may be 
ascertained from their votes on resolutions before 
them. Ido not know how to ascertain them in 
any other way. As for Abolitionists, I do not 
know one in our State—one who wishes to inter- 
fere with slavery in the States. I have not the | 
acquaintance of any person of that class. There 
are many thousands who oppose the breaking 
down of a compromise set up by our fathers to 
prevent the extension of slavery; and I know 
that the gentleman himself once uttered on this 
floor the sentiment, that he did not know a man 
who wished to extend slavery to a free Terri- 
tory. Is it strange, then, that [ should know a 
great many in Lllinois who do not wish to extend 
slavery into free territory, when the gentleman 
himself made the statement that he did; not know 
of any one who wished to do so? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is very ingenious for my 
colleague to quote a remark of mine, that I did 
not know a man here who wished by an act of 
Congress to extend slavery, inasmuch as all men | 
who agree with me deny the power of Congress | 
either to extend or curtail it. It may be inge- 
nious for him to apply this to his abolition doc- | 
trines when he wishes to prohibit it by an act of 
Congress 
such a course. 


self. 


This is the only remark I have | 


the Democratic party. He was their party can- 
didate, receiving their votes in opposition to the 
Democratic candidate. Why does he not con- 
fess the truth, instead of dealing i in equivocations 
as to membership in lodges? He asks, how I 
am to know whether a man is a member of a 
Know Nothing lodge or not? I do not know. 
Why? Every man of them is sworn to deny 
the fact that he is a member; and hence if 
my colleague is a member, he is under oath to 
make the denial which he has made here to- day ; 
and I do not know whether he is a member or 
not, and I did not venture to make the statement 
that he was. Whether it is disgraceful, as my 
colleague supposes, to be charged with being a 
member of a Know Nothing lodge, I refe r to my 
friend from Kentue ky , who does not wis 
the courtesies of debate violated. 

How does the gentleman disprove the fact that 
he was the Abolition candidate for Senator, and 
was elected by Abolition votes? Why, he says 
that he lives in the eighth district; and that the 
Abolitionists all live near Chicago, where I reside, 
and that he has nothing to do with them. I sub- 


h to see 


| mit to the Senate whether that was a senatorial 


| of the laws and executing the ¢ 


, but I cannot commend the fairness of |! 


to make on that point. i] 


The Senator has said that the reason why he 


did not last year accept my proposition to resign, || 


was that Governor Matteson, who was my friend, 

would appoint two Nebraska Democrats in our 
places. Now, sir, I wish to tell him, as I then | 
did, that the proposition was to submit the resig- 

nations to take effect at the next general e ‘lection 

in Illinois, so that there would be no vacancy in 

the Senate from our State until the Legislature 

met. That, therefore, could not have been the 

reason why he did not accept the proposition; but 

if he says it was, I tell him now, this day, this | 
hour, sign the resignation with me to take effect 
atthe next meeting of the Illinois Legislature. 

Mr. BROWN and Mr. WELLER. That is 
right and fair. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let it be done now. Let 
us have no quibbling on pretexts. I will give the 
se nueman until Monday morning, or longer if 
1e desires, to” think of it. I will give him time 
to reflect if he means to roe on the point of 
the Governor filling vacancies 

How does the ge sntleman meet the charge which | 

made in reference to Know Nothingism and | 
Abolitionism? I did not say whether he wasan | 
Abolitionist or not; or whether he was a Know 
Nothing or not. I said he received every Aboli- | 
tion and every Know Nothing vote in the Legis- | 
lature. Does he deny the statement? He dare | 
not. What does he-deny? He says that if I 
mean to intimate that he is a member of a Know | 
Nothing lodge, I say what isnot true. Why did 
he not deny my statement that he got every Abo- 
lition vote? He knew the statement was true. 
Why did he not deny my assertion, that he 
received every Know Nothing vote? 
that it was true. Why 


this “attempt to convey 


He knew || 


mode of meeting the issue. 

are Abolitionists in Chicago. 
now within my view who have witnessed their 
proceedings there. Because there were Aboli- 
tionists there, a mob prevented me from speaking 
the truth in defense of Democratic principles. 
Sir, there are Abolitionists and Know Nothines 
there, and every Abolition and Know Nothing 
Representative from that part of the State voted 
for my colleague as Senator. He was elected by 
the same men who attempted to mob me; he was 
elected by the same men who put down freedom 
of speech in Chicago; he was elected by the same 
men who would not hear their representative 
who was in favor of maintaining the supremacy 
‘onstitution of the 
United Siates. Itis true they live about Chicago. 
No man has better reasons for remembering it 
than myself. My colleague was their candidate 
—elected by them—their chosen man; and henee, 
I say, it will be news to the people of Illinois to 
hear that he is a Democratic Senator in the Sen- 


I admit that there 
There are those 


i ate of the United States. 


If my colleague had confessed that he was a 


/ member ofthe Anti-Nebraska party of Illinois, con- 


| sisting of a combination of Abolitionists, 


|| ate this controversy. 


Know 
Nothings, Maine Liquor Law men, Women’s 
Rights men, who elected himas a fit representative 
of all the isms against Democracy, there would 
have been no issue between us. Hecame here rep- 
resenting such a party ,and he knows that the 
cardinal principle of that party is eternal hostil- 
ity to me and to the principles whichl am advocat- 
ing. Why attempt to mislead the country as to 
the state of parties in Illinois Why not speak 
to our positions boldly, and exert our powers 
out maintain the correctness of them, instead of 
resorting to equivocation and quibbling, for the 
purpose of conveying an impression contrary to 
the real facts? 

Mr. President, I will not occupy the attention 
of the Senate further. 1 do not wish to perpetu- 
I shall not refer to it arain 
unless I shall be under an imperious necessity to 
do so. I prefer to use what strength J] may have 


at my command in vindication of the principles | 


set forth in the majority report, and I propose to 
do it in replying to the champions of Black Re- 
publicanism, of whom, it seems, my colleague 
has now become the chief. I prefer to husband 
my strength to reply to their arguments, and to 
avoid as far as possible personal controversy. I 
will not allow myself to be drawn into any per- 


| sonal discussions, if it is possible to avoid them; 


an erroneous impression by a change of the || 


issue? Isa 
tion, Know I 


he was the candidate of the Aboli- 1 
Yothing,Anti-Nebraska party against 


42 


and I engage in them only so far as I feel myself 
compelled by self-respect to repel the imputations 
thrown on me. 

Mr. TRUMBULL. Mr. President, it is most 
extraordinary to me that, after the gentleman’s 
remarks for nearly half an ‘hour have been directed 
to myself, personally, and to the persons who 
elected me to this body, he should ast down with 


by the 


| election who voted to instruct my colle 


| time that I have 


a declaration that he intends to avoid all personal 
matters, and reserve his streneth for the diseus- 
sion of the report of the ¢ committ Why did he 
provoke the cont roversy > W hy did he commence 
it?) Why does he not und rstand what I said? 
He asks, why did I not deny that every Aboli- 
tionist and every Know Nothing voted for me? 
I did deny it. lL told him that, if he meant by 
Abolitionists gentlemen who voted to instruct 
him to favor the restoration of the Missouri com- 
promise, many of them did not vote for me. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Let us understand each other. 
Was not the Senator the candidate of the anti- 
Nebraska party, including the Know Nothing 
and Abolition parties of the whole State? 

Mr. TRUMBULL. If he asks me whether I 
was the candidate of the Abolitionist and Know 
Nothing party, I tell him no, to his teeth. Sir, 
l was never the candidate of Abolitionist or 
Know Nothing party; and if the Senator makes 
the allegation on his own information, | call on 
him for the facts. AsI stated before, | may have 
been voted for by gentlemen who were members 
of the American organization, and the same may 
be the case with my colleague. I do not know 
the fact. I never denounce men who may think 
proper to become members of the American or- 
ganization. If their sense of duty requires them 
to unite with it, I have no objection to their doing 
so, so that their principles are not inimical to the 
Union. Ido not pretend to be as famihar with 
the proceedings of the Know Nothing lodges as 
the gentleman does. Iam willing that men who 
are members of the American organization should 
vote for me; but that I ever became the candidate 
of such an organization is not true. They may 
have voted for me, and I should have felt honored 
votes of many who were supposed to be 
members of the American party. 

[am not one of who talk 
down the pistols of the member 
know that thousands have met the gentleman in 
Illinois to rebuke him for his course here. He 
chooses to regard them as Know Nothings. How 
that may be I cannot say. I deny, however, that 
| ever became the candidate of that party. When 
I was elected to the Senate, some Democrats, rs 
rood and reliable as my com arue ever was, or is 
to-day,and whose Demoe racy Is as sound as his, 
cast their votes for m« Ay nik yority of the Legis- 
lature thought proper to unit e with them; but, sir, 
not all the men who were opposed to the repeal 
of the Missouri compromise, not all the anti- 
Nebraska men voted forme. Several er my 
rue to use 


an 


those about looking 


s of that order. 


his influence here to restore the Missouri com- 
promise. 1 suppose he would call them Aboli- 
tionists. 

Sir, [do not wish to prolong this dissussion, 


It has nothing to do with the business before the 


Senate. The gentleman has made an unprovoked 
assault upon me personally, and I have thought 
it to be my duty to meet him as I shall always 
meet him. I shall never permit him, here or 


elsewhere, to make an assault on me personally, 
without meeting it with the best power that God 
has given me, feeble though it be. 
Mr.SUMNER. Mr. President, this is the third 
tried to: get the floor in the course 
of this desultory debate—merely, however, for a 
minute. J have no desire to interfere between 
the two Senators from Illinois, nor would I divert 
attention from the issue between them; but the 
Senator from Illinois on my left, {Mr. Dov GLAS} 
in the impetous career of his speech, has chosen 
quite unnecessarily [ think, for this debate, to 
brush against me. He said—l took his language 
down at the time—the **Senator from Massa- 
chusetts obtained the delay of the Nebraska bill 
in order to cireulate a libel upon me’? [{him.] 
Sir, I say at once that that is untrue. It is a 
fact that, in conjunction with my distinguished 


friend from Ohio, [Mr. Chase,] who is not now 
a member of this body, and with other Senators, 
of a few days in the 


I did press for the dela day 
discussion of the Nebraska bill. Itisalso a fact 
that I united with that distinguisbed gentiemas 
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Se 
to whom I have referred, with other Senators, 
and with members of the other House, in send- 
ing forth to the people of the United States an 
address, exposing the true character of that prop- 
esition, predicting much of the evil which has 
since ensued. That address was extensively cir- 
culated throughout the country, printed in nu- 
merous newspapers, much discussed on this floor, 
more than once pressed into debate by the Sena- 
tor from Illinois himself. Its characteris known 
in this Chamber. It is also known to the coun- 
try. I stood by it then; [am ready to stand by | 
it now. That was the address which was is- 
sued; but the Senator has not simply chosen to 
characterize that address. He has proceeded to 
say that the Senator from Massachusetts obtained 
the delay ‘‘ in order’’ to cireulate * a libel’? upon 
him, referring to that address. Now, sir, lL have 
to say that I joined in obtaining that delay on no 
such grounds, with no such idea, and not having 
in my mind at the time the fact that the address 
was to be issued. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Notwithstanding the denial 
of the truth of the allegation, the Senator from 
Massachusetts states that he did sign the address 
—that he did appeal to my personal courtesy in 
connection with the Senator from Ohio, to get a 
postponement of it. He admits the whole state- 
ment, but he insists that the address was a truth- 
ful exposition, instead of a libel. 

Mr. SUMNER. Ido not think the Senator 
appreciated my statement. I said, I did notjoin 
in any such request **in order’’ to obtain time to 
issue the address; for that is the allegation which 
I took down trom the Senator’s speech. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall merely state the facts, 
and then the Senate may judge. ‘The Senator 
from Massachusetts came to my seat—— 

Mr. SUMNER. There again is a mistake. It 
was the Senator from Ohio who went to your 
seat. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. 
Ohio came to my seat, and it appears that the 
Senator from Massachusetts knows the fact. 

Mr. SUMNER. It was alluded to in debate. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. About two minutes after- 
wards the Senator from Massachusetts came to 
my seat. ‘They both asked a postponement for 
one week, for the reason that they had not had 
time to read and examine the bill, and that from 
their position they would be under the necessity 
of entering into the discussion of it fully. On that 
statement of the views of the Senators I gave 
them a week’s time; but the next day I found 
out that, prior to that request, they had written 
this ** full exposition”’ of the bill, printed it, and 
sent it leienioned all over the country. They 
asked time toexamine a bil which they professed 
to have expounded fully, thoroughly, truthfully, 
and which exposition the Senator now indorses. 
Then it was a false statement that they had not 
had time to examine the bill. That is what I 
complained of. [t was that false statement which 
procured the act of courtesy. That fact Ido not 
understand to be denied. 
ostponement on the statement that they had not 
Ned time toexamine the bill! \ 

Whether the address alluded to is a libel ornot, 
in the Senator’s judgment, depends on his opin- 
ions of whata libelis. It attributed to me the 
base purpose of introducing the measure for per- 
sonal aggrandisement, and not froma sense of 
duty. It seems that the Senator from Massa- 
chusetts does not consider it derogatory to the 
character of a gentleman to be governed by un- 
worthy motives, by base purposes, by unpatriotic 
objects. He does not deem this unworthy of a 
gentleman; and hence he thinks the charge is not | 
a libel. With that understanding of the character 
and duties of a gentleman, he may be right in 
saying that he does not regard it as a libel; but 
with my understanding of the duties of a gentle- 
man anda Senator, | regard it as a gross libel. 

But, sir, ldo not wish to pursue this contro- | 
versy. Il referred to the matter incidentally. I) 
did at the time, within one week after the address 
was issued, make the charge boldly; and I only | 
alluded now incidentally to a matter which had 
long since become a historical fact. 

Mr. SUMNER. Mr, President, I have no 
contest on this door, or anywhere, with the Sen- 
ator from Illinois, as to the character of a gentle-_ 
man. 
Senator from Iinois ig & proper judge in such a 





It is true the Senator from || 


r 
|| ease. The Senator has alluded to facts. I answer 
| on facts. 


CONGRESSIONA 














Look at the debates at that time—see 
what I said, and judge me by it. It is true I 


| asked fora delay in the discussion of that bill, 
'and on patriotic grounds, sincerely, because I 


desired it for a proper discussion of so great a 
question. It is not true that I left my seat to 


_ speak to the Senator from Lilinois on the subject, 


nor did a word fall from me in regard to it, ex- 
cept in open debate, on the floor, as is reported 


iin the Globe. 


Now, as to the character of the address—the 
Senator has chosen to revive that ancient matter. 


| He had better go, paren, to the siege of Troy 


and revive that again. had supposed that tale 


' had passed away, but it seems a ‘*twice-told 
| tale’? may be brought forth here to serve the per- 


|, sonal asperities of the Senator from Jllinois. I 


' have no freshness of recollection of the peculiar 


| language of the address. 


The Senator seems to 
have quoted words or phrases from it. | know 
nothing of them. TI leave that address, however, 
to take care of itsclf—it is on the records of the 
debates of this body—it is before the country. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am not going to prolong 
this controversy. I am not going to make an 
issue on the point of which the Senator speaks. 
I desire simply to say that he did state, on the 
occasion alluded to—and now he has not the as- 
surance to deny—that the reason for asking the 
delay was that he had not had time to read the 
bill, and the fact is, that he had previously 
franked off a labored ‘* exposition ”’ of it. 

Mr. SUMNER. I of course will not suggest 
that the Senator has any desire to misrepresent 
the facts. Ifthe Senator remembers that address, 


, IL think he will now bear in mind that the whole 


address was predicated upon the first bill reported 
in this body, and not upon the last; that the ad- 


_ dress contained simply a postscript alluding to the 


last, and it was the last bill reported which,as the 
Senate will well remember, was under discussion. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. What I stated was, that he 
asked for a postponement for the purpose of cir- 


| culating that address, and gave a reason which I 


| compromise. 


| very question? 


| Nebraska bill was passed? 
They procured the |) 


| belongs to history. 


discovered not to be true in fact. Leaving that 
question, he says I might as well go back to the 
siege of Troy as to revive the controversy about 
the Nebraska bill and the repeal of the Missouri 
If so, what is your colleague [Mr. 
Wixson] doing here the whole session in sending 


L GLOB 


out page after page, speech after speech, on that | 


If you thought it improper, if 
you thought it was done for sinister purposes, to 
revive the memory of a thing that ought to be for- 
gotien, why not tell him so, instead of telling 
me? Why not tell my colleague, so that he need 
not make a long speech, going back to things that 
belong to history, which ought to be forgotten, 
and which no public good can be accomplished 
by reviving? Why do you not reprove your agi- 
tators on that side of the Chamber, who have been 
going back to the siege of Troy ever since the 
Why do you not 
appeal to them, who have got up this whole de- 
bate, and prevent them going back to things that 
ought to be forgotten? I agree with him that it 
Let it be the subject of his- 


| tory and of song, like the siege of Troy. It 


would be so, but for you agitators, who hope to 


/ acquire political distinction and position by keep- 


, of that which should have been forgotten. 


ing up the agitation. Tam not the man who has 
brought up this discussion of the repeal—that 
forgotten repeal—of the Missouri compromise. I 
am not the one who has brought up the memory 
lam 


not the one who has disturbed the repose of the | 


Senate by long speeches on that point. 
you condemn allusions to that subject, confine 
yourself to your own side of the Chamber, in your 


_ own ranks, instead of seeking here for the object 
| of attack. 


Sir, this Senate shall decide whether the j 


Mr. WELLER. I do not know that there is 
any disposition on the por of the Senate to pro- 
long this discussion. ask if there be any ob- 


Several Senators. None at all. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Let us take the vote on this 


When. 


| jection to taking the vote on this proposition now? 


uestion, and then we can discuss the subject on | 


the bills of the committee. 


The PRESIDENT. The question is on con- | 


curring in the report of the Committee on Print- 
ing, to print a thousand extra copies of 
the report of the Committee on Territories, 
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The report was concurred in. 
ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY. 
On motion by Mr. BROWN, it was 


Ordered, That when the Senate adjourns to-da 
mect on Monday. J Y, it be to 


On motion, the Senate adjourned, 





HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Fripay, .Warch 14, 1856. 


The House met at twelve o’clock, m. 
by the Chaplain, Rev. Danse. Watpo. 


The Journal of yesterday was read and approved, 


The SPEAKER stated that the first business 
in order was the consideration of the report of 
the Committee of Elections, and that upon that 
question the gentleman from Maine [Mr. Wasq. 
BURN] was entitled to the floor. 


WITHDRAWAL OF PAPERS. 
On motion by Mr. SWOPE, it was 


Ordered, That leave be granted to withdraw from the 
files of the House the papers in the ease of the claim of 
Samuel Perry against the Government of the United States 
for the transportation of Indian supplies, for the purpose of 
reference to the Court of Claims. 

On motion by Mr. BOYCE, it was 

Ordered, That leave be granted to withdraw from the 
files of the House the papers in the case of Hill & Stacker, 
for the purpose of reference to the Court of Claims. 


CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 


Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohio. Iam instructed 
by the Committee of Ways and Means to ask 
that the committee be discharged from the further 
consideration of the petition of John Hadley and 
eighty-eight others, of Ohio, which was referred 
to that committee by order of the House. The 
committee think they have no jurisdiction over 
the subject-matter of the petition, and ask that it 
may be referred to the Committee on the Judici- 
ary. It was so ordered. 


BRIDGE OVER THE POTOMAC. 


Mr. OLIVER, of New York, by unanimous 
consent,submitted the following resolution; which 
was read, considered, and agreed to: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Interior be directed 
to communicate to this House, in connection with his re- 
sponse to the resolution regarding the expense of completing 
the bridge at the Little Falls, passed on the 10th instant, 
what sum of money would be required to build a new bridge 
opposite Georgetown, or, if the purchase of the right of way 
over the piers of the aqueduct be deemed by him more 
economical, what sum will be required to obtain such right 
and to erect a permanent bridge thereon. 


MRS. CHILDS. 


Mr. WINSLOW, by unanimous consent, in- 
troduced the following resolution; which was 
read, considered, and agreed to: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Military Affairs be in- 
structed to inquire into the propriety of granting a pension 
to Mrs. Childs, widow of Brevet Brigadier General Childs, 
late of the United States Army; and that they report by bill 
or otherwise. 

Mr. W. also, by unanimous consent, made a 
report from the Committee on Naval Affairs, ask- 
ing that that committee be discharged from the 
further consideration of the petition and papers 
of Moses J. Hill, and that they be laid upon the 
table. It was so ordered. 


RESOLUTIONS OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK. 


Mr. SAGE, by unanimous consent, presented 
concurrent resolutions of the Legislature of the 
State of New York, in reference to the claims of 
revolutionary soldiers; which were read, and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Revolutionary Claims. 


THOMAS S&S. T. JOHNSON. 


Mr. ALLISON, by unanimous consent, from 
the Committee on Military Affairs, made a report 
in reference to the case of Thomas 8S. T. Johnson, 
claiming compensation for coal and lumber fur- 
nished to the United States quartermaster, stating 
that, in the opinion of the committee, the claim 
should be referred to the Court of Claims; and 
therefore they asked to be discharged from the 
further consideration of the memorial and papers 
in the case, and that they be referred to the Court 
of Claims. 

Mr. HAVEN. I would like to inquire of the 
gentleman making that report, whether the papers 
go to the court with the consent of the applicant, 
or upon the motion of the committee itself? 

r. ALLISON. Upon the motion of the com- 


mittee. 


Prayer 





ww ss 


tl 


=. —_— -_— - =~ = = 7 











1856. 


_—_————— 








The report of the committee was agreed to; and | 
the memorial and papers were referred to the Court 
of Claims. 

REPORTS FROM PRINTING COMMITTEE. 


Mr. FLAGLER. A few days since the House | 





a 


Memorial praying an appropriation for a mili- | 
tary road from Olympia or Puget’s Sound to con- | 


| nect with the military road from Salem to Astoria, 


ordered to be printed five hundred extra copies || 


ofthe report of the Superintendent of the Govern- | 
ment Hospital for the Insane, for the use of the 
superintendent. I have since received a letter 
from that gentleman, stating that there is a small 
diagram accompanying that report; and I ask the 
unanimous consent of the House to offer the fol- 
lowing resolution, to amend the former resolution: 

Resolved, That the order of the House to print five hun- 
dred extra copies of the report of the superintendent of the 
Government hospital for the insane, be so amended as to 
include the illustrative diagram accompanying the report. 

Mr. SMITH, of Virginia. ‘I should like to 
know what that diagram is? 

Mr. FLAGLER. Itisasmalldiagramshowing | 
the situation of the ground and buildings, and is 
necessary to a full understanding of the report. 
The expense will be but nominal, and I think 
there can be no objection to it on the part of any 
gentleman understanding the matter. 

The resolution was then agreed to. 


Mr. FLAGLER. The Committee on Printing 
have directed me to ask to be discharged from 
the further consideration of a resolution offered 
some time since by the gentleman from Virginia, 
(Mr. Fav._kner,] in reference to the printing of 
the report of the Secretary of State in relation to 
the changes and modifications in the commercial 
systems of other nations, during the year ending 
30th September, 1855. The necessity of acting 
upon that resolution has been superseded by sub- 
sequent action of the House. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. Has not that com- 
mittee been instructed to inquire into the cost of 
the publication ? 

Mr. FLAGLER. The resolution which I refer 
to was sent to the committee before the report of 
the Secretary was sent to the House, and the 
committee have the subject under consideration 
in another shape, on account of the action of the 
House taken at the time the report was submit- 
ted. The subject-matter of the resolution is 
covered by another resolution which is now in the 
hands of the committee, and will be reported upon 
in due time. ‘The committee therefore ask to be 
discharged from the further consideration of this 
resolution, as they do not want to act upon two 
similar resolutions. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. Then the gentle- 
man had better move to lay the resolution upon 
the table. 

Mr. FAULKNER. I desire to say that when 
I offered the resolution, I was under the impres- 
sion that it referred to a document which had been 
presented to the House, and I therefore offered a 
resolution that twenty thousand copies thereof 
should be printed. But the matter is now before 
the committee in another shape. 

The motion of Mr. FitaGier was thenagreed to. 


MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

A message was received from the Senate, by | 
Assury Dickins, notifying the House that that 
body had passed an act to amend an act entitled 
**An act to establish a court for the investigation 
of claims against the United States,’’ approved 
February 24, 1855; and asking its concurrence 
therein. 


WASHINGTON TERRITORY. 
Mr. ANDERSON presented the following me- 


the Territory of Washington; which were sever- 
ally referred to the Committee on Military Affairs, 
and ordered to be printed: 
Memorial praying an appropriation to defray 
the expenses of the existing war; 
Resolution relative to the erection of light- | 
houses; 
Joint resolution relative toa military road from 
Bruceport, on Shoalwater bay, to the Cowlitz 
landing; 
Memorial for the relief of John G. Parker, Jr.; 
Memorial praying an appropriation by Con- 
ress for a military road from Fort Steilacoom to | 
ellingham bay; 2 
Memorial praying an appropriation for a mili- 
tary road from New Dungeness to connect with 
the military road from Fort Vancouver to Fort 
Steilacoom; 


in Oregon Territory, at some point near the mouth 
of the Columbia river; anda 

Memorial praying an appropriation for the mili- 
tary road across the Cascade mountains, 

Mr. ANDERSON also, by unanimous consent, 
introduced a bill for the construction of a military 
road in Washington Territory; which was reada 
first and second time, and referred to the Com- 


mittee on Territories. 


the northern district of Ohio and the 


PUNISHMENT IN PENITENTIARIES. 
Mr. WASHBURNE, of Illinois. I ask the 


unanimous consent of the House to take from 
the Speaker’s table Senate bill (No. 6) relating 
to punishment in the penitentiaries. I ask to 
have the act read, and it will be seen there can be 
no objection to it. 

The act was read. It provides that when a judi- 
cial district has been or may hereafter be divided, 
the circuit and district courts of the United States 
shall have power to sentence any one convicted of | 
an offense punishable by imprisonment and hard 
labor to the penitentiary within the State, although 
it may be out of the judicial district in which the 
conviction is had. 

The second section provides that said courts in 
northern 
district of Illinois shall be authorized to transfer 
to the penitentiaries of their respective States any 
person or persons who may now be confined in jail 
in either district, whose offense is by law punish- 
able by imprisonment and hard labor in the peni- 
tentiary. 

The bill was read a first and second time. 

Mr. H. MARSHALL. I desire to offer an 
amendment to that bill, which, if the House will 
indulge me, I will reduce to writing. 


Mr. HAVEN. While the gentleman from 


Kentucky is preparing his amendment, I would 


like to get some information in regard to the bill. 
Is this the bill which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on the Judiciary ? 

Mr. MARSHALL. I will answer the gentle- 
man from New York by stating, that this same 
subject-matter has been before the Judiciary Com- 


| mittee, and in one form it has been considered 


there. And, I suppose, that the main point con- 
nected with the subject, as poe to the Ju- 
diciary Committee, can now be determined by the 
House on this bill. I offer the following amend- | 
ment: ; 

Provided, That if the use of the penitentiary shall be re- 
fused in any State, it shall be the duty of the marshal to 
execute the sentence of the court by confining the crim- 


inal in the nearest penitentiary, the use of which shall be 
granted for the purpose. 


I can explain the amendment in a very few 


| words, so that the House will be enabled to judge 
| entirely as to the propriety of adopting it. By 


the act of 1825, as it now stands, the authority 


|| is given to confine a party who is convicted under 


| the laws of the United States only in the pen- 


itentiary or jail which is within the district where 
the court is held. The object of those who have 


| introduced the other law is to extend the priv- 


ilege of confining a party who is convicted in a 
court of the United States—where there may not 
be a jail or penitentiary in the district—within 
the penitentiary of the States. In both cases 


| the confinement rests on the fact of the use of the 


penitentiary being given by the State to the United 


| States, to confine a party therein at the expense 
| of the United States. 
morials and resolutions from the Legislature of || 


Now, there is another case, where a State re- 


| fuses the use of the penitentiary, asis now the case 


in Wisconsin, where they refuse the use of the 
penitentiary for the purpose of confining persons 
convicted of crime in the courts of the United 


| States. My amendment is intended to meet that 


|! of architecture in that line in the various States; 


case, by authorizing the marshal to carry the crim- 
inal to the next nearest penitentiary, the use of 
which will be granted. We have got now just to 
determine between that proposition and this prop- 
osition—whether we shall commence the system 
of building United States penitentiaries in all the 
States of this Union, and: appointing United 
States jailors and whole corps of officials through- 
out the United States, for the purpose of confining 
in those buildings criminals who may be con- | 
victed in the courts of the United States. I am | 
myself utterly opposed to commencing the work 
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and, whenever a State in its sovereign pleasure 
shall determine that her jails or penitentiaries 
shall not be granted for the purpose of confinin 
a man who has been convicted under the laws o 
the United States, then I would use the power of 
the United States to carry that criminal to, and 
confine him in, the next penitentiary where I 
could get the use of a jail. 

Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine. I think. Mr. 
Speaker, that this question is likely to occupy 
the House for some time, and I must, therefore, 
insist on the regular order of business. 

KANSAS ELECTION. 

The SPEAKER, The regular order of business 
is the consideration of the following resolution, 
reported by the Committee of Elections: 

Resolved, That the Committee of Elections, in the con 
tested-election case from the Territory of Kansas, be, and 


are hereby, empowered to send for persons nnd papers, and 
to examine Witnesses upon oath or aflirmation. 


Mr. BENNETT, of Mississippi. I desire to 
know whether it is understood that I am entitled 
to the floor upon the regular order? 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Maine 
{Mr. Wasnsury] is entitled to the floor, upon 
the resolution re¢ port d by the Committee of Elec- 
tions, it having been assigned to him yesterday 
upon the adjournment of the House. 

Mr. HAVEN. I desire to know what will 
become of the bill which was just now before the 
House, if the House proceeds to the regular order 
of business? 

The SPEAKER. It will remain as unfinished 
business, and will go to the Speaker’s table. 

Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine, then addressed 
the House for one hour in favor of the adoption 
of the resolution. His speech is, at his request, 
withheld for revision. He concluded by moving 
the previous question. 

Mr. BENNETT, of Mississippi. I ask the 
gentleman from Maine to withdraw his demand 
for the previous question. 

Mr. WASHBURN. I do not feel authorized 
to withdraw the demand. If the gentleman from 
Mississippi desires to speak, and it is the unani- 
mous consent of the House that he should do so, 
I certainly have no objection; but I desire to bring 
this question to a vote to-day, if it can be done, 

Mr. HOUSTON. I wish to present one con- 
sideration to the gentleman from Maine, [Mr. 


| Wasnpurn,| why he should not demand the 
previous question—why he should not suppress 


| debate. 


| of investigation. 
| a while. 


further debate upon this important subject. He 
has seen fit to introduce new matters into this 
He has charged that those of us who 
oppose the resolution adopted by a majority of 
the committee are influenced, not by the facts of 
the case, but by considerations growing out of 


| the subject of slavery, and wholly disconnected 
| with the contest now before the House. 


I pre- 
sume no member of this body believes the charge 
to be true, and we should have an opportunity to 
reply to it. I appeal to his magnaninity to with- 
draw his call for the previous question, that we 
may not only reply to the matter so unnecessarily 
and incorrectly presented by him, but also show 
that the resolution of the committee will allow 
only a restricted and very unsatisfactory investi- 
gation of the subject. It is rather a suppression 
Let this debate go on yet for 


Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohio. I hope the gen- 
tleman from Maine will withdraw the demand. I 
desire to have an opportunity to answer the re- 
marks made by the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
Lercuer| yesterday. 

The SPEAKER. Remarks of this sort can 
only be made by unanimous consent. 

Mr. WHEELER. 1 object. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Well, [ will forego my re- 


' marks for the present, though I am very anxious 


to be heard. 
Mr. STEPHENS. I rise to a point of order. 
I wish to make an inquiry of the Chair, as to 


| what will be the effect of ordering the main ques- 


tion to be now put, for our votes, parsers, may 
depend upon that, What will be the main ques- 


tion before the House, as the proposition now 
stands? 


The SPEAKER. The Chair understands that 
there is pending a motion to recommit, with in- 
structions. The first question will be upon the 


| motion to recommit, and then upon the report of 


|| the committee. 
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Mr. STEPHENS. I understand the facts are 
these: The committee reported the original prop- 
osition to give the committee power to send for 
persons and papers; and a proposition to amend 
that was offered by the gentleman from South 
Carolina. After that was offered, and while pend- 
img, the original proposition and pending amend- 
ment were sent back to the committee, with in- 
structions to report the reasons for their applica- 
tion. I presume those questions—that 1s, the 
original resolution and amendment—are now be- 
fore the House on the report of the committee 
under, and covered by, the pending motion to 
recommit, with additional instructions. If the 

revious question be ordered to be now put the 

rst question would be upon the motion to recom- 
mit with instructions. Suppose that to be voted 
down, would not the question then be upon the 
amendment offered by the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks not, as 
the question now stands before the House. The 
only two questions now before the House are, 








first, the motion to recommit, offered by the gen- | 


tleman from South Carolina, [Mr. Boyce,] and 
then upon agreein 
tha Committee of Elections. 

Mr. STEPHENS. Then, if the previous ques- 
tion be sustained at this stage of the proceedings, 
the House cannot get a vote upon the proposition 
offered by the gentleman from Indiana, [Mr. 
Dexy.] 


The SPEAKER. That is the understanding 


of the Chair. 

Mr. STEPHENS. Then I hope the previous 
question will be voted down. 

Mr. BENNETT, of Mississippi. I have one 
remark to address to the gentleman from Maine, 
(Mr. Wasusurn. | 

The SPEAKER. It is not in order to debate 
ae the order for the previous question. 

ate has been objected to on all sides. 
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¢ to the resolution reported by 


De- | 








the House, which had been committed to them: 
they may report amendments, but the original 
eee originating in the House must come 
yack, 

The SPEAKER. The vote of the House, in 
terms, recommitted to the Committee of Elec- 
tions the resolution and the pending amendment. 


The amendment has not been reported to the 
| House, but is yet before the committee. 


Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. The Committee 
of Elections originally reported a resolution to 
authorize that committee to send for persons and 
papers in this contested-election case, After that 


resolution had been under discussion for some | 


time, the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Dunn] 
had read at the desk a resolution which he said he 
should offer as an amendment to the resolution, 
which amendment proposed to send a commis- 
sioner to that Territory to take testimony to report 
to this committee. A motion was then pending to 


| recommit, and of course the amendment was out of 
| order at that time. 


At a subsequent stage of the 
proceeding, the gentleman from South Carolina 
IMr. weres) withdrew his motion to recommit, 
and proposed as an amendment, in lieu of the com- 


instructions to report to the House their reasons 

for wishing to send for persons and papers. 
Now, sir, I make this question—that that com- 

mittee have no right to smother up or to withhold 


from this House the original resolution and the | 
amendment of the gentleman from South Caro- | 


lina committed to them; but they must report 
back the resolution and amendment with such 


GLOBE. 


‘under any circumstances our committees are | 
bound to report back to the House all matter of | 


| what time it will be proper to decide this 





recommitment to them, toconsider which of these 
resolutions they should report back. They de- 
cided to report back the first. They were also 
instructed to report their reasons, and they did 
so. They reported back one of the resolutions 
which had been so referred to them by the House 
The SPEAKER. Debate is notin order, 
Mr. WASHBURN. I desired simply to state 
the views of the committee—and I believe their 
unanimous views—in regard to this question, 
Mr. COBB, of Georgia. I desire to know at 
ues- 
tion. Dissenting as I do from ‘the ‘ealiaeaeiia of 
the Chair, I desire the opinion of the House on 
the point of order, unless the Chair, on examina- 
tion of the question, satisfied itself that it had 
fallenintoanerror. Forthat purpose | make the 
| point of order, and an to take an appeal 
from the decision of the Chair, if the Chair holds, 
as intimated, that the Committee of Elections 
have a right to withhold from the House the res- 
olution, or, if it were a bill, the bill referred to 
| them, and to reporta new resolution or a new bill, 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has made no de- 


| cision on that point. 


Mr. COBB. The Chair has intimated and 


stated that the effect of the previous question 

mittee’s resolution, substantially the amendment || 
| suggested by the gentleman from Indiana, differ- | 
ing only by placing two persons upon the com- | 
mission, instead of one; and when in that con- | 
| dition, the gentleman from South Carolina moved | 
| to recommit to the Committee of Elections, with 


would be to bring the House to a direct vote on 
the resolution last reported by the Committee of 
Elections. The point I make is, that the resolu- 
tions referred to that committee have been neces- 
sarily reported back to the House; and the resolu- 
tion now reported they offer to the House asa 
substitute, by way of amendment, for the resolu- 
tion referred tothem by the House. If the Chair 
does not coincide in that opinion, I trust it will 
so decide before the debate be concluded, in order 
that an appeal may be taken, and the point de- 
cided by the House intelligently. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state the con- 
dition of the question. The Chair was inquired 
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| recommendations as they may think right and | 
proper. They must report it back; and, if they |! 
think it should be done, recommend the House 
to reject the amendment proposing to send out | 
commissioners; and to adopt the original resolu- | 
| tion reported by them, either in that form or in 
reported—ayes 78, noes 96. such modified form as the committee should agree 
So the previous question was not seconded. /upon. And then, sir, it would be forthe House 
Mr. ORR. Am [to understand that the amend- || to determine between the two propositions—to 
ment which I offered to the original report of the || take the recommendation of the committee or 
committee is not now before the House ? || take the amendment of the gentleman from South | 
The SPEAKER, The Chair understands that || Carolina, or such other proposition as might be | 
there is no question before the House except the | submitted to and agreed upon by the majority of || the House is the resolution last reported by the 
motion to recommit with instructions, moved by || the House. Why, sir, if a bill be introduced | Committee of Elections. The Chair is right in 
the gentleman from South Carolina, {Mr. Boyce,] || here, and referred to a committee, can that com- || stating that the motion to recommit is the first 
and the resolution itself. mittee come back here with a new bill, and never || question; but I understand the Chair to say, that 
Mr. ORR. Well, then, what has become of | say anything to the House as to what they have || if the House refuse to recommit, the only question 
the amendment which I offered to the original | done with the bill sent to them? { think not, sir; || then pending before the House will be on agreeing 
| 
} 


of as to what the question was, and stated in 
reply that the first question was on the motion to 
récommit the resolution with instructions, and 
then upon agreeing or disagreeing to the resolution 
itself. The gentleman from South Carolina asked 
_whether his amendment were pending, and the 
Chair replied that, by the order of the House, it 
| had been referred to the Committee of Elections, 
| und that that committee had not reported that 
amendment or resolution to the House. 

Mr. COBB. Then I understand the Chair to 
hold, that the only resolution now pending before 


Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. I ask for tellers | 
upon seconding the call for the previous question. 

Tellers were ordered; and Messrs. Harris of 
Alabama, and Gitpert were appointed. 

The House was then divided; and the tellers 
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resolution? It was sent to the committee with || and there is no such case, | take it, in the his- || to the resolution last reported by the Committee 
instructions to report back their reasons for their || tory of legislation of Congress, where a commit- | of Elections. 7 

resolution, but not to suppress the amendment. || tee have kept the thing referred to them, and got || The SPEAKER. The question will be on that 

| clear of all the objectionable amendments or bills || resolution. 

| referred to them, and come back withanew prop- || Mr. COBB. If that is the decision of the 
osition of theirown, saying nothing to the House | Chair, I appeal from the decision of the Chair; 
| what they have done with the proposition referred | and I think that the Chair, if it reflect for one 
| 
| 


The SPEAKER. The order will be read by | 
the Clerk. | 


: 


Ks cross - 


The order was read, as follows: 


“On motion by Mr. ORR, it was 
“ Ordered, That the said resolution, together with the 


pending amendment, be recommitted to the Committee | issues, to bring the House toa direct vote on their 
vf Elections, with instructions to report the reasons and . 


to them, and then to preclude all votes on other moment on that question, will see that I am 
grounds upon which they ask the authority of this House | proposition under the operation of the previous 
| 


clearly right in the point which I now make. 
Suppose it were a bill which had been referred to 
the Committee of Elections, instead of ‘a resolu- 
|| tion. When a bill has been referred to one of the 
| standing committees of the House, and the com- 
|| mittee come to the conclusion that that bill is not 
| 

| 


to send for persons and papers.” | eee That is not the way, sir, in which | 


= '| legislation has been or should be conducted; and | 
The SPEAKER. The amendment was recom- || “5 . a! ; eas 

mitted to the Committee of Elections, with the || ee arrears Speaker, that you will decide 
rE resolution, with instructions to report | “ Mr. GIDDINGS. I would like to inquire on || right, but that another bill should be substituted 
Mr HOUSTON to animation: te: heathen || what question this debate is going on? | for it, can they withhold the bill referred to them 
acne efabiban cate ind iiahah. makideond The SPEAKER. The gentleman from South | by the House, under instructions in regard to it, 
before the Bienes). : y | Carolina addressed an inquiry to the Chair, which || and report a new bill? Is it not necessary for 
egret genta |, the Chair answered. || them to report back the bill to the House, and re- 
The SPEAKER. They were not reported 1 Mr. GIDDINGS. And the gentlemen from | port the amendments to the bill which they, asa 
back by the committee. | Tennessee is arguing it? i || committee, recommend to the House to adopt? 
Mr. HOUSTON. They were before the House The SPEAKER. By general consent of the | So, sir, it is with resolutions. A resolution is 


—the original resolution of the committee and the ! House the gentleman from Tennessee submitted | referred to a committee, and they are instructed 
substitute of the gentleman from Indiana, [Mr. | his remarks. | to inquire into it and report it back. If they pre- 
Down; the House was discussing them; and they | 


i] _ . . oa : ; : : 

‘ nh; a || Mr. GIDDINGS. Then I desire to give notice '| fer another resolution, it is their duty to report it 
Were recommitted to the committee with instruc- as an amendment to the one which was referred 
tions to report to the House the reasons why 


| that I will submit to no such general argument || 
: | to them, and report back both to the House. In 
they asked for the adoption of the resolution. | I believe that || 


| hereafter. 

| | Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine. | this case the resolution, together with the pend- 
The resolutions were not under their control; | the Committee of Elections understood their duty || ing amendment, was referred to the Committee 
they were not instructed to change either resolu- | when this resolution was submitted in this way. |) of Elections. They report back, with their rec- 
tion, but only to report reasons. The resolutions | There were two resolutions before the House— || ommendation to adopt what they now propose 
were before the House, and upon them we were | | one to send for persons and papers, and one pro- | 


| 

1 \ ; H as an amendment to the resolution referred to 

acting. The committee were only instructed to || viding for a commissioner. ‘These two resolu- | them by the House. The question appears to 
ive us the reasons which had influenced its mem- . 
I 








t tions were committed to the committee, and they || me too clear to require argument. ; 
rs to ask the House to adopt the resolution; and || fully understood that they had a right, on the The SPEAKER. In stating the question, the 
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Chair only stated what resolution had been | 


reported by the Committee of Elections, and was 
now before the House. Whether the Committee 
of Elections have complied with the instructions 
of the House is, in the opinion of the Chair, not 
a question of order for the Chair to decide. Itis 
a question for the House to determine. The 
House committed certain resolutions to the Com- 
mittee of Elections. That committee have re- 
ported one resolution; whether that be in accord- 
ance with the instructions of the House is not a 
question for the Chair to decide. 

Mr. COBB. The point of order I make is, that 
when the report of the committee comes back 
here, recommending the adoption of this resolu- 
tion, it brings necessarily with it the propositions 
committed to them by the House. he com- 
mittee simply report dlivit recommendation that 
the resolution appended to their report be adopted 
by the House. 

“The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman appeal 
from the decision of the Chair? 

Mr. COBB. Yes, sir, I appeal. 

The SPEAKER. 
the question of order. 

Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine. I desire, with 
the permission of the Chair and of the gentleman 
from Georgia, [Mr. Coss,] to make a single re- 
mark. ‘There were no instructions by the House 
to the Committee of Elections to report back 
either one of these resolutions. Two resolutions 


were before the House; they were committed to — 


the Committee of Elections. That committee 
had no instructions, except to report the reason 
for the adoption of one of them. It was the 
unanimous opinion of the committee that they 
had the right to report back either one or both of 
the resolutions. They were instructed only to 
report the reasons or grounds for one of them. 
Why, sir, in many cases, a dozen bills are re- 
ferred to a committee on a particular subject; 
but if there are no instructions, it is understood 
that they may report back one or more of them. 
They are not required to report them all back, and 
they never do. 

It seems to me that the gentleman from Georgia 
{Mr. Coss] is mistaken altogether in regard to 
the history of this matter. 

Mr. COBB. I based my statement upon the 
statement of facts made by the Chair. 
question presented issimply whether acommittee, 
having a bill or resolution referred to them, have 
the right to report a new bill or resolution, instead 
of reporting back what was referred to them? 


Mr. WASHBURN. At the time when this | 


commitment was made, the question was raised 
in the House as to the effect of that commitment. 
The question was asked distinctly what would be 
the effect? I read from the Congressional Globe: 


“Mr. Wasupurn. As I understand it, the original res- 
olution reported by the Committee of Elections, together 
with those instructions suggested by the gentleman from 
Georgia, are to be recoummitted ; also, the resolution pro- 
posed by the gentleman from Indiana asa substitute. These 
together are to be recommitted, if this vote prevails. 

“The Speaker. That is so. 

‘Mr. Orr. 
the committee reports again, what direction it will take; 





| any further resolutions. 


Then the Chair will state | 


| Dunn. 


_and the other by sending a commission to 
| sas—the House instructed the Committee of || 


The | 


And then the House can determine, when | 
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and the committee having the bills referred to them 
to examine were instructed to investigate and 
report upon the facts in regard to the subiects 
referred to, would it be understood that it would 


_ be right, when they had finished their investiga- 


tion and reported the facts, to suppress any one 
or all of these bills, and report a new one in their 
place? 

The object in referring those bills to the com- 
mittee is to direct their attention to the subject on 
which they are to make inquiry. That was the 
object of referring these resolutions to the Com- 
mittee of Elections, and they are only to report 


| the facts concerning them, mentioned in the in- 


structions. These resolutions come back natu- 
rally and properly before the House. The reso- 
lution before the House is the original resolution 


| referred to the Committee of Elections and the 


amendment. They were not called on to report 


The resolutions them- 
selves were merely referred to them with instruc- 
tions to inquire into the subject about which they 
were to ascertain, and to report the facts and the 
reasons. They were then to return to this House 


/ what had been committed to their care with the 


reasons of their original recommendation. 

Mr. DAVIDSON. It seems to me, that if the 
Chair would look fora momentat the question as 
it is presented, he would come to a different con- 
clusion from the one he has indicated. Let me 


| suggest this as a reason: when these resolutions 


were first reported by the Committee of Elections, 
the House might have been in favor of adopting 
the resolution, but for the fact of the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Indiana, [Mr. 
Therefore, seeing that there were two 
methods of obtaining the information sought to be 
obtained—one by sending for persons and papers, 


Lan- 


Elections to take up the whole matter and report 
simply the reasons which induced them to ask for 
the extraordinary pawes of sending for persons 
and papers, when the result could be obtained by 
sending a commission. It seems to me, therefore, 
that for the Chair to decide that this proposition, 
offered as an amendment, does not now come up 
for consideration, is to defeat the whole object of 


Mr. GIDDINGS. Itisvery rarely that I rise 


to a question of order, but this question appears | 
| to me to be so plain that it cannot be misunder- 
| stood. The report from the Committee of Elec- 


tions was for power to send for persons and 
ee That report was recommitted by the 
Louse to that committee. When it was recom- 


| mitted it stood before that committee as though 


it had never been made. [ cannot comprehend 


| gentlemen when they say that that report was to 
| come back in the form in which it was sent to the | 


committee. No such instructions were sent to 
the committee. 


report their reasons for requesting at the hands 


of the House the adoption of the resolution grant- |) 
ing power to send for persons and papers. ‘There | 
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, information in reference to one or all of these bills, 


, 80 when the report was submitted. 


| Whether the committee 


| instructions of the House the Chair does not 
the House in sending the matter to the committee. || 


They were only instructed to | 


a 
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“Mr. Hickman. I shall persist in asking that the report 
be read. 


“Mr. Puetrs, There is now no motion pending, excem 
as to the disposition of the report sent to the Clerk's table. 
* The Speaker. There is no motion pending at this time 


except that.” 

The gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. Orr} 
—to use a word of frequent recurrence in the 
speeches of the other side of the House—is 
‘*estopped’’ from taking exceptions now, when 
he did not avail himself of the opportunity to do 
The plea 
in abatement comes with ill grace after we have 
had fourteen days’ discussion on the merits of the 
resolution. We cannot be asked now with any 
propriety to go back to where we stood on the 
oth day of March last. The whole subject was 
discussed at the presentation of the report, and, 
if gentlemen failed to take exception then they 
are forever precluded. The report is still open 
to amendment, but itis not open to exceptions, 
that is the distinction we make. Nothing can be 
—— than itis. It is with some diffidence that 

rise in Me ae to the learned gentlemen op» 
posite; but I do insist that, in parliamentary pro+ 
ceedings, when a step is taken it is forward and 
not backward. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will state the 
question as presented by the gentlemen fronv 
Georgia. That gentleman rose to inquire what 
question was before the House. The Chair re- 
plied, that it was first on the motion to recommit 
with instructions, and then on the resolution 
reported from the Committee of Elections. The 
Chair understands the gentleman to appeal from 
that decision, on the ground that the amendment 
made by the gentleman from South Carolina, on 
a former occasion, is properly before the House, 


-and a subject of its action. The Chair decides 


in the negative on that point, on the ground that, 
as that resolution, or amendment, was committed 
to the Committee of Elections by order of the 
House, and as that committee has not reported 
it back, it is not por, therefore, a question WANDS 
the House. The Chair decides, not with refer- 
ence to the instructions, but in accordance with 
the facts. The resolution was not reported back, 
and is not, therefore, a question for the House, 
as complied with the 


undertake to determine. 

Mr. COBB. As the House has refused to sus» 
tain the previous question, although my opinion 
is entirely unchanged in reference to the question 


| of order, and opportunity will be presented of 


offering the resolution as an amendment, upon 


which I desire an opportunity to vote, | withdraw 
| my appeal. 


The SPEAKER. The Chair will ask leave to 


| have read a decision on a similar question of order. 


The Clerk read as follows: 

“Mr. Puitiirs then submitted his question of order ia 
writing, as follows: 

“Can a committee, especially instructed to report twe 
resolutions, the form of which was given by the Houve, te- 


| port another resolution changing the rules and orders of the 


House in regard to the management of its business, and 
depriving citizens of the privilege of obtaining the usual 


ee. 
' } 


consideration for petitions upon subjects other than that 
referred to the committee ? 

“The Speaker stated that the point raised could not be 
considered as a question of order to be decided by the Chair; 
| that it was not within the competency of the Speaker to 
draw within the vortex of order questions relating to the 
jurisdiction of committees of the House; that it was for 
the House, and not for the Speaker, to decide whether 
committees had exceeded the powers or jurisdiction con 
ferred upon them by the House; and if, in the opinion of 
the House, they had done so, it may be a fit ground for the 
rejection of their report by the House, but not within the 


whether power shall be confided to the Committee of Elec- ; wenn 8 instructions sent to the commuttee ‘0 
tions, or whether it shall be given to cominissioners. || report back the resolution of the gentleman from 
“Mr. Wasueurn. And, asl understand, it isecompetent |, South Carolina. The resolution, when recom- 
r for the committee to report on either branch, either way.”’ mitted, was taken under consideration by the 
That was the understanding upon the part of || committee as though it had never been reported. 
the House at the time. Both of the resolutions || They reported the resolution back, with their | 
were to be sent to the committee, but the com- || reasons for asking its adoption, as they had been | 
mittee were to have the right to report upon either || instructed. 
or both of them, as they might see fit. The only When the report was made, as it now stands, 
instructions, as I have said, were for them to re- || it was then time for the gentlemen to take the 


i ‘ || competence of the Speaker to suppress, as if it were agatnst 
port the reasons or grounds why they were in || exception to it which they now state. If there 1 order.” 
favor of one of them. || be any principle of parliamentary law more known || Mr. COBB. Read the report of the commit- 

i Mr. DUNN. I will ask the Clerk again tore- || and better established than another, it is that || tee. 


port the instructions made to the committee. 
The Clerk read the instructions from the Jour- 

. nal of the House. 
| Mr. DUNN. Then, Mr. Speaker, the com- | 
mittee could take no further action in regard to 
: the matter that was committed to them than is || 
r expressly directed in the instructions. Now, || 


every movement shall be forward to the consum- 
mation of the particular question under consider- 
ation. When this report was made, on the Sth 
of March, gentlemen discussed the propriety of 
_ having it printed, and so forth. I read from the 
Globe: 


“ Mr. Hickman. 


Mr. HOUSTON. Let us know something of 
|| the inception of that case. 
The SPEAKER. The report was not made 
| at that day’s session, and is not, therefore, in im- 
mediate connection with the decision. 

Mr. COBB. In that case, as 1 understand it, 
the committee reported their new resolution as 


I am instructed by the Committee of 


| 
M what are the instructions? That they shall || ee —— 7 nn anes || an amendment; that I do not question. 
5 report the reasons, and the reasons alone—not || 2.4 that this apart a at: A el mano gdateas ond | The SPEAKER. It was reported as an ori- 
. aresolution. They were not permitted to sup- || | will then move that the further consideration of it be post- || ginal and independent resolution, 
# press anything. They were simply to report the | Mr. COBB. That depends on the report of the 





the special order for that time. 


reasons or grounds for acertain course of action, ,| ™° Mr. ORR 


Suppose there were half a dozen bills referred | 
4 to a committee upon one or a dozen different | 


subjects, and it were important to obtain some | 


committee; and as that is not before the House 
| | cannot judge of the question. For the reason 
| I have stated, | withdraw the appeal which I took 
| from the Chair’s decision. 


| 

| 
I hope the gentleman will not insist upon | 
having the document read. It is very long, and it is much | 
better that it be printed, so that gentlemen may have an 
opportunity of reading it. 


| 
| 
| poned until to-morrow, at one o’clock, and that it be made 
| 
| 
' 
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Mr. ORR. If the gentleman from aoaiepet 
will yield me the floor, and my colleague will with- 
draw his motion to recommit with instructions, I 
will again move my original amendment to the 
resoluuon reported by the Committee of Elec- 
uions. 


Mr. BOYCE. 








I withdraw the motion to re- 


commit. os 
Mr. ORR. I now move my original amend- 
ment. 


Mr.COLFAX. ILobject, unless I can also have 
an opportunity to offer an amendment to the 
amendment, so that we may have the whole ques- 
uon before us. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi is entitled to the floor, and he is asked to 
veil for the purpose indicated by the gentleman 
from South Carolina—does he yteld ? 

Mr. BENNETT. I do. 

Mr. ORR. Lam a little surprised at the course 
of the gentleman from Indiana, [Mr. Coxrax,] 
though not so much so after the effort to force a 
vote upon the original proposition this morning, 
without the amendment. But I can accomplish 
the object | have in view by requesting my friend 
from Mississippi to offer the amendment as his 
motion, independent of the objection of the gen- 
tleman from In@iana. 

Mr. COLFAX. Well, then, I shall feel at 
liberty to avail myself of precisely the same privi- 
lege, and shall, if I conclude to press it, attempt 
to obtain the floor myself, or ask some of my 
friends upon this side who do obtain it, to offer 
the amendment which I proposed to present, and 
in that way can be even with the gentleman from 
South Carolina. 

Mr. BENNETT. I offer the following reso- 
lution, as a substitute for the resolution reported 
by the Committee of Elections: 

Resolved, That Joseph H. Bradley, Esq., and Sidney 8. | 
Baxter, of the city of Washington, be, and they are hereby, 
appointed commissioners, tor and on behalf of this House, 
to take depositions and obtain proots, by taking copies of all 
such documents as may be desired by either party, or their 
agents or attorneys, in regard to the contested seat of Hon. 
Mr. Whitfield, a Delegate from Kansas, under the petition 
of Hon. Mr. Keeder; that said Bradley and Baxter be, 
and they are hereby, clothed with full power to adopt all 
needful means to elicit clear and full proof upon all points 
which the parties respectively may submit to them as facts 
they, or cither of them, desire to establish or controvert; | 
that they shall give to the parties, respectively, written and 
reasonable notice of the time and place at which they 
will be ready to proceed in taking such depositions, and 


may adjourn the same to othertimes and places as, in their | 


judgment and discretion, will tend to the full and perfect 
eliciting of the truth touching all such controverted mat- 
ters; und that, when they shall have completed their labors, 
they report the same to this House. 

Mr. DUNN. Will the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi allow me to present my proposition now 
as an amendment to the substitute ? 

Mr. COLFAX. Can the gentleman from Mis- 
sissippi yield the floor to the gentleman from 
Indiana to offer an amendment, and then claim 
the floor again for the purpose of making a speech, 
thus cutting off an opportunity to propose an 
amendment tothe amendment? I have no objec- | 
tion to his proposing an amendment, if the same 
permission is extended to me. 

The SPEAKER. By the consent of the House 
the gentleman can yield the floor to the gentle- 
man from Indiana for the purpose of offering an | 
amendment. 

Mr. WALBRIDGE. 1 object. 

Mr. EDIE. I desire to inquire whether, if 
the amendment of the gentleman from Indiana 
{Mr. Dunn] is entertained by the House, the 
resolution will be susceptible of any further 
amendment ? 

The SPEAKER. It will not. 

Mr. EDIE. Then what is the use of persist- 
— the objection? 

Mr. BENNETT. I now move that the reso- 
lution be recommitted to the Committee of Elec- 
tions, with the following instructions: 

Resolved, That the Committee of Elections, in examin- | 
ing and judging “ of the election returns and qualifications” 
of persons claiming to have been elected Representatives | 
of States, or Delegates of Territories which have been duly | 
organized by Congress, shall exclude from their considera- | 
tion the claims of all persons who, after being afforded | 
ample time to do so, fail to show that the election under | 
whieh they claim to have been elected a Representative or 
Delegate was held in pursuance of the laws of the State or | 
Territory sought to be represented by such claimant or | 
claimants, or was elected in pursuance of a law of the 
United States made for the government of such election. 


Resolved further, That in the opinion of this House, no 
Representative of a State of this Union, and no Delegate | 


} 
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of a Territory organized by Congress, can rightfully be ad- {| the construction ofa ship canal across the Isthmus 


mitted to a seat in this House, except in pursuance of law. | 
Resolved further, ‘hat the Committee of Elections are | 


| hereby instructed to pursue their investigations in accord- | 


ance with the foregoing principles. 
Mr. B. then addressed the House for an hour 


| in re to the report of the committee. His 


speech will be published in the Appendix. 
Mr. GALLOWAY obtained the floor, but 


| yielded to Mr. Barsour, who moved that the 


House do now adjourn. 
ADJOURNMENT OVER. 


Mr. GOODE. I rise to a privileged question. 
I move that when the House adjourns to-day, it 
adjourn to meet on Monday at twelve o clock, m. 


Mr. H. MARSHALL called for the yeas and 


|; nays. 


The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and it was decided in | 


YEAS—Messrs. Aiken, Allen, Barclay, Bell, Hendiey 8S. 
Bennett, Bocock, Bowie, Boyce, Branch, Brooks, Burnett, 


| Cadwalader, John P. Campbell, Lewis D. Campbell, Car- | 


| jiste, Caruth@rs, Caskie, Howell Cobb, Cox, Craige, Da- | 
| vidson, Dunn, Edmundson, Evans, Faulkner, Florence, 





} 





Thomas J. D. Fuller, Goode, Greenwood, Augustus Hall, 
J. Morrison Harris, Sampson W. Harris, Thomas L. Har- 


| ris, Haven, Herbert, Hotiman, Houston, George W. Jones, 
| J. Glaney Jones, Kelly, Kidwell, Lake, Letcher, Lindley, || 


Lumpkin, Samuel 8. Marshall, Maxwell, MeMullin, Mc- 
Queen, Meacham, Smith Miller, Moore, Andrew Oliver, | 


Powell, Quitman, Ready, Ricaud, Richardson, Ritchie, 
Ruffin, Sage, Sandidge, Savage, Scott, Seward, Shorter, | 
Simmons, Samuel A. Smith, William Smith, Sneed, | 
Swope, Taylor, Trippe, Underwood, Walker, Warner, 


| Mordecai Oliver, Orr, Paine, Peck, Pelton, Phelps, Porter, || 


Elihu B. Washburne, Watkins, Whecler, Winslow, John 


V. Wright, and Zollicoffer—e89. 
NAYS — Messrs. Ball, Barbour, Billinghurst, Buffinton, 


Burlingame, James H. Campbell, Williamson R. W. Cobb, | 
Colfax, Covode, Cumback, Damrell, ‘Timothy Davis, Day, | 


| Dean, Dickson, Dodd, Durfee, Edwards, Emrie, Flagler, 


Galloway, Giddings, Gilbert, Granger, Harlan, Harrison, 
Thomas R. Horton, Howard, Hughston, Kelsey, Knapp, 
Knight, Knowlton, Knox, Kunkel, Leiter, Humphrey Mar- 
shall, Matteson, McCarty, Miilson, Morgan, Morrill, Mott, 
Murray, Norton, Parker, Pringle, Purviance, Robbins, Rob- 
erts, Sapp, Sherman, Spinner, Stranzhan, Thorington, 


} 


Todd, Tratton, Vail, Wade, Wakeman, Waldron, Cadwal- | 


ader C. Washburne, [srae] Washburn, Watson, Williams, 


| Wood, Woodruff, and Woodworth—6e. 


So the motion to adjourn over was agreed to. 


Pending the call of the roll on the above vote, | 
Mr. TRIPPE said: The time for which I paired | 


culations, I requested, by letter, my colleague 
[Mr. Foster] to extend the pair with some other 
gentleman, if he could conveniently do so. Ashe 
was absent on my return, and as | have never 


consciously into difficulty. Having made this 
statement, [ shall feel at liberty to vote. 
Mr. BALL stated that his colleague, Mr. At- 


Bricut, had paired off with Mr. Wricut, of || 


Mississippi, until the 5th of April. 

Mr. STEPHENS stated that he had paired off 
with Mr. Hotrowary until the Ist of April. 

Mr. GIDDINGS stated that Mr. Bincuam had 
paired off with Mr. Jewerr. 

Mr. QUITMAN stated that? Mr. BarxspaLe 
had paired off with Mr. Roptinson. 

Mr. PAINE stated that Mr. Puryear had 
paired off. 

Mr. KNOWLTON stated that Mr. Perry had 
paired off with Mr. We ts. 

Mr. MORRILL stated that Mr. Haut, of 
Massachusetts, had paired off with Mr. Davis, 
of Maryland. 


Mr. TODD stated that Mr. Epiet had paired 1 ferred to the Committee on Pensions. 


off with a gentleman from Missouri. 


Mr. WADE stated that his colleague, Mr. |) 


Buss, had paired off. 
The question was then taken on the motion to 
adjourn, which was agreed to; and the House 


|| thereupon (at three o’clock and forty minutes) ad- 


journed till Monday, at twelve o’clock, m. 


IN SENATE. 
Monpay, Mawch 17, 1856. 
Prayer by Rev. Danret Watpo. 
The Journal of Friday was read and approved. 
PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 


Mr. BIGLER. I present a series of resolutions 
of the Board of Trade of Philadelphia, relative to 


| off with a gentleman from Connecticut expired | 
last Wednesday. .Finding that my absence was | 
likely to be prolonged beyond my previous cal- | 


of Darien. These resolutions set forth that a sur. 
vey has been made to connect the two oceans 
under the auspices of certain citizens of the city 
of New York. Mr. William Kennish, the very 
accomplished engineer employed by these gentle. 
men, has reported in favor of the practicabilit 
of the proposed work. The memorialists pra 
that Congress will authorize the Secretary of the 
Navy to cause the route to be fully examined. | 
move that the resolutions be referred to the Com. 
mittee on Commerce. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. BIGLER also presented a petition of in- 
habitants of Erie county, Pennsylvania, praying 
for an appropriation for improving the harbors 
on the northern lakes; which was referred to the 
, Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. WELLER. | present the memorial of the 
Chamber of Commerce of the city of San Fran- 
cisco, in California, praying for the passage of an 
act of Congress requiring the cargoes of all yes- 
sels from the Atlantic to the Pacific ports to bg 
entered and described in the manifest of the ves. 

| sel containing them, so as to indicate the amount 
'and time at which they were shipped. I belicye 
| the memorial is properly referable to the Com- 
mittee on Finance, and I ask their special atten- 
tion to the subject. Ifthe proposed changes can 
be made in conformity with the prayer of the 
| memorialists, they will certainly obviate the dif- 
ficulues which often occur from the fluctuations 
of the San Francisco markets. They will be able 
at all times to know the quantity of goods which 
have been shipped from New York to that port. 

The memorial was referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

Mr. WELLER also presented the memorial of 
| William Merine and other officers attached to the 
| United States squadron in the Pacific, praying 
| for an increase of compensation; which was re- 
| ferred to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, the petition of citizens of Quincy, Cal- 
ifornia, praying that the mail route between 
Maysville and Nelson Point may be extended to 
that place; which was referred to the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, the petition of H. Bainbridge and other 
officers of the Army, praying for an increase of 
the commutation price of the Army ration; which 
was referred to the Committee on Military Af- 
fairs. 

Mr. CASS presented four petitions of citizens 
of Michigan, praying for a grant of land for the 


|| construction of a railroad from Fond du Lac, in 
heard from him, I thought I would state the | 


matter thus publicly, or | might get myself un- | 





Wisconsin, to Ontonagon, in Michigan, with 
branches; which were referred to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

Mr. SLIDELL presented the petition of the 
legal representatives of John Morrison and 
Charles Ginn, praying for the confirmation of 
their title to certain lands within the Bastrop 
| grant; which was referred to the Committee on 
| Private Land Claims. 

Mr.SEWARD presented the petition of Gitty 
Powers, widow of a revolutionary soldier, pray- 
' ing to be allowed arrears of pension; which was 
referred to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, the petition of Lucy Bingham, widow 
| of a revolutionary soldier, praying to be allowed 
/ arrears of pension; which was referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Also, the petition of the heirs of Joseph Fear- 
' son, deceased, a revolutionary soldier, praying 

to be allowed arrears of pension; which was re- 


| Also, the petition of Polly Fisk, widow of 
Thomas R. Fisk, a soldier in the war of 1812, 


| praying for bounty land; which was referred to 


_ the Committee on Public Lands. 

Mr. JOHNSON presented the memorial of Wil- 
| liam R. Greble, claiming to be the original inventor 
| of the apparatus for taking deep-sea soundings, 
| praying for compensation for the use of the same; 
which was referred to the Committee on Naval 
Affairs. 

Mr. RUSK presented the memorial of John S. 
Pendleton, praying for compensation for services 
as special Minister of the United States to the 
Government of the Argentine Confederation, the 
Republic of Paraguay, and Oriental Republic of 
Uruguay; which was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 
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Morrow, praying for compensation for services 
as 
Commodore Perry; which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 


Mr. BUTLER presented the memorial of James '| and see whether there may not be some under- | 


agriculturist to the Japan expedition under | 


Mr. HAMLIN presented the petition of James | 


Jacobs, praying fora pension for services during 
the war of 1812; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 
pAPERS WITHDRAWN AND REFERRED. 
On motion by Mr. SEWARD, it was 


Ordered, That the petition of the representatives of Charles | 


Newbold, deceased, on the files of the Senate, be referred 
to the Committee on Patents and the Patent Office. 


REFERENCE CHANGED. 


Mr. WELLER. The other day a report was 
received from the Secretary of War relative to 


| those bills. 


the establishment of an armory in the city of | 


Washington. On my motion, that report was 
referred to the Committee on Military Affairs. I 
heard a word or two of the report, and moved that 
reference, Supposing that it was on the subject of 
armories generally. I had had no consultation 
with any person in regard to the subject,and was 
not aware that it related exclusively to the estab- 
lishment of an armory in the District of Colum- 


| standing which will notinterfere withhim. Nearly 


two weeks ago the Committee on Commerce 
instructed me, when certain river and harbor im- 
provement bills were reported from that commit- 


| tee, to give notice that | would move to take them 


(up atacertainday. That day was Wednesday 


of last week; but the business of the Senate at 
that time postponed the consideration of those 
bills, and I then gave notice that I should ask the 
Senate to take them up to-day. I should like to 
have it done, if possible, without interfering with 


| the Senator from Delaware. 


Mr. CLAYTON. 


| fere with the Senator in his desire to act upon 


I know they are very important 


| measures, and I hope they will be acted upon 
speedily; but now, in the morning hour, I desire to | 


make the address tothe Senate which I propose. 
Mr. STUART. I have no objection to that. 
The motion of Mr. CLayron was agreed to, 

and the Senate resumed the consideration of the 

motion to refer to tae Committee on Foreign Re- 


| lations Lord John Russell’s letter of January 
| 19, 1853. 


bia. In my judgment, the proper reference would | 


have been to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia, which has particular charge of that 
portion of our business which is connected with 


the interests of the people of the District. I move | 


that the Committee on Military Affairs be dis- 
charged from the further consideration of the 
report, and that it be referred to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

The motion was agreed to. 


NOTICE OF A BILL. 


Mr. RUSK gave notice of his intention to ask 
leave to introduce a bill to establish a separate 
land district south of the Gila, to create the office 
of surveyor general therein, to provide for the 
confirmation of land claims and donations to ac- 
tual settlers, and survey of the lands, and for 
other purposes. 

BILL INTRODUCED. 


Mr. FESSENDEN asked and, by unanimous 
consent, previous notice not having been given, 
obtained leave to bring in a bill for the relief of 


Mr. CLAYTON proceeded to address the Sen- 
ate until notified by the President of the expira- 
tion of the morning hour. 


Mr. WELLER. Is it necessary to dispose of 


_ THE CONGRESSIONAL GLOBE. 


I am not disposed to inter- | 


| 


the subject on which the Senator trom Delaware 
| has spoken by a motion? 


| postponed. 


The PRESIDENT. The question is on the 
motion of the Senator from Delaware, to refer 


Lord John Russell’s letter to the Committee on | 


| Foreign Relations. 


Mr. WELLER. I hope that subject will be 


I shall be under the necessity of 


| calling it up at some future time for the purpose 
| of expressing my opinions on some questions 


Samuel A. Morse and others; which was read | 
the first and second times by unanimous consent, || 


and referred, with the accompanying papers, to 
the Committee on Commerce. 
KANSAS AFFAIRS. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I wish to report, pursuant 
to agreement, the bill of the Committee on Ter- 


ritorles, to accompany the report which was 
submitted the other day. I desire that it may be 


started to-day by the Senator from Delaware. 


| He and I differ very widely as to the character of 


General Walker and those engaged with him in 
the State of Nicaragua. I move to postpone the 


| further consideration of this subject until Monday 


read, and an order made that it be printed. As | 


1 understand that the honorable Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. Crayton] wishes to submit 
some remarks to the Senate, I will not now do 


what I intended—take the sense of the Senate as | 


to when they will open the discussion on that 


bill, and when I may submit some remarks giving | 


my opinions in regard to it. I now report a bill 


entitled ‘*A bill to authorize the people of the Ter- | 


ritory of Kansas to forma constitution and State 
government preparatory to their admission into 
the Union, when they have the requisite popula- 
tion. 
The bill was read the first and second time 
by its title. , 
CLAYTON-BULWER TREATY. 


Mr. CLAYTON. 
ness for the morning hour, I desire to ask the 
Senate to indulge me by taking up the motion 
which | made long since to refer the Fetter of Lord 
John Russell, in relation to the affairs of Central 


America, to the Committee on Foreign Relations. | 


If there is no further busi- | 


It will be remembered, sir, that that motion was | 


debated at considerable length, and that, at the 


time when it was last discussed, the subject was || 


laid over, in order that I might have an oppor- 
tunity to submit some views upon it before it was 
finally disposed of. AsI do not intend to address 
the Senate at any great length, I desire, if it be 


their will, to be heard now; and I therefore ask | 


that the motion be taken from the table. 

Mr. STUART. [have no disposition to inter- 
fere with the Senator from Delaware; I only wish 
to apprise him of the position which | occupy, 


| 
} 
} 
} 


| he has been spe&king. 


next. 

Mr. RUSK. Ihavealsoan issue to make with 
the honorable Senator from Delaware in refer- 
ence to the nature of the territory between the 


Mississippi river and the Pacific, and the practi- | 


cability of a railroad across the continent. 
The PRESIDENT. The question is on the 
motion of the Senator from California, to post- 


one the further consideration of the subject until | 


Monday next. 


Mr. STUART. As I understand the rules, | 


the arrival of the hour for the consideration of the |; 


special order postpones it until to-morrow. 

The PRESIDENT. It is in the power of the 
Senate to postpone it to a day certain. 

Mr. STUART. I desire that it should lie over 
until called up at such time as gentlemen who 
wish to speak on it shall desire. 

Mr. WELLER. I move, then, that it lie on the 
table for the present. Certainly there have been 
many things said by the Senator from Delaware 


to-day, which ought not to receive the sanction of | 


some of us from that section of country of which 
I move that it lie on the 
table for the present; and I shall take occasion to 
call it up, in order to express my views on some 
of the topics alluded to by the Senator from Del- 


| ‘aware. 


| 
| 


} 


| 


| they propose to carr 


| be agreed to. 


Mr. CLAYTON. 


I have by no means term- 


inated my remarks upon the subject; | have much 


to say yet. 


Mr. WELLER. Then, of course, it should lie 


on the table for the present. I make that mo- 


tion. 
The motion was agreed to. 


NAVAL RETIRING BOARD. 


Mr. BELL, of Tennessee. I ask the consent 


| of the Senate—and I hope there will be no objec- 


tion—to take a vote on the proposition which I 
submitted on Tuesday morning last, to give power 
to the Committee on Naval 


ceedings of the late board. I have not another 


word to say on it, 
Mr. IVERSON. I hope that motion will not 
I wish to debate the subject. 


Mr. BELL, of Tennessee. 


|| perceive that by delay they are arresting the 


Affairs to send for | 
persons and papers in the investigations which | 
on in reference to the pro- || 


Gentlemen will | 


| as soon as possible. 


| that duty devolved on me. 
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action of the committee. If the committee shall 
not have the power, of course they must stop 
their investigations. But they do not insist upon 
it. They are willing that the Senate shall vote 
down the peepenaae if the body think proper. 

The PRESIDENT. Does the Senator move 
to postpone the special order? 

Mr. BELL, of Tennessee, Yes, Sir; I will 
submit the motion, in order to have the question 
voted on. It will not take half an hour. 

The PRESIDENT. The Senator from Ten- 
nessee Moves to postpone the special order, 

Mr. STUART. ‘The Senator from Tennessee 
must see that it is impossible to have a vote on 
his proposition. The Senator from Georgia 
{Mr. Iverson] stated distinctly the other day 
that he desired to speak on this question when it 
should come up again. He has the floor on that 
subject. He just now suggested that he is 
not willing to yield it. Therefore it would be im- 
possible to take the vote,as that Senator desires 
to speak on the subject. There are other Sena- 
tors, also, who would like to be heard. 

Mr. BELL, of Tennessee. The committee will 
not insist on it in opposition to the sense of the 
Senate, but they wish to have the question de- 
cided. I hope the Senator from Georgia will 
allow the vote to be taken. He himself has of- 
fered a resolution on which he can sp ak. 

Mr. IVERSON. l cannot consent to let the 
final vote be taken on the proposition introduced 
by the Committee on Naval Affairs, without ex- 
pressing my views on it. Iam opposed to the 
proposition, and | think I can satisfy the Senato 
at the proper time, if they will listen to me, that 
it ought not to be adopted, and that the power 
ought not to be conferred on that committee, but 
on a select committee specially appointed for the 


purpose. Ido not desire to address the Senate 
to-day. 
Mr. BELL, of Tennessee. I withdraw the 


motion to-day. 
PRIORITY OF BUSINESS—DEFICIENCY BILL. 


Mr. HUNTER. I wish to ask the consent of 
the Senate to take up the deficiency bill, for the 
purpose of making it the special order for one 
o’clock on Wednesday. It will be a week to- 
morrow since that bill has been reported from the 
Committee on Finance. It ought to be acted on 
It will be recollected that 
we have undertaken to originate appropriation 
bills in the Senate, and if we are to pursue that 
plan, we ought to adopt the same practice which 
is adopted by rule in the Elouse of Representa- 
tives, of giving the appropriation bills the prece- 
dence. [hope we shall be allowed to take it up, 
for the purpose of making it the special order for 
one o’clock on Wednesday. 

Mr. STUART. I! suppose that I ought not to 
object to the motion of the Senator from Virginia 
under one view of the case, being a member of 
the Committee on Finance; and yet, in another 
view of the case, [ think the motion ought not to 
have been made, and in that view I cannot con- 
sistently consent to it. As I understand the cour- 
tesy and usages of the Senate, I was first entitled 
to submit my motion—a motion which 1 gave 
notice a week ago last Wednesday that I would 
make on that day. I postponed it then until to- 
day to accommodate the business before the Sen- 
ate. I indicated that I should, by the instruction 
of the Committee on Commerce, make a motion 
to have the river and harbor improvement bills 
considered to-day. It was generally known that 
Now, sir, | am com- 
pelled, under the directions of that committee, to 
resist all motions to give precedence to other busi- 
ness until the bills reported by that committee 
shall be considered, unless the Senate decide not 
to take them up. I submit that I ought to be at 
liberty to move to proceed with my bills. I think 
I may say there is a disposition on the part of the 
Senate always to take up the appropriation bills 
at the earliest moment consistent with other busi- 
ness, and pass them as soon as possible; but | 
think it would be a bad practice to make an ap- 
propriation bill a special order. Such bills hold 
that position by virtue of their own importance 
in the mind of the Senate, as a body and individ- 
ually. 

1 hope we shall be permitted to take up the bills 
which I have indicated, and that the Senate wy)! 
dispose of them. They are bills in which whe 
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country at large is interested, and in which it is | 
ep cially interested at the present time, beéause, 
if this country is to be involved in a war with any 
important naval Power, they are as necessary as 
are your general appropriation bills. I hope, 
therefore, the Senator from Virginia will postpone 
his motion until those questions shall be disposed 
of, and then I shall be at liberty to go with him, | 
as I would be clad to do so now, constituung one 
of the Committee on Finance, to take up the de- 
ficiency bill in preference to anything else. 

Mr. HUNTER. It is known that the appro- 
priation bills are superseded by anybody who de- 
sires to make a speech, and now they are to be 
superseded by anybody who thinks that by pos- 
sibility he may have a particular bill before the 
Senate at some future day. It will be impossible 
for us to get along if this practice is to continue, 
I ask to have the deficiency bill made the special 
order for an early day, because it seems to be 
the rule for every gentleman to have a bill in which 
he feels an interest made the special order for a 
particular day. Instead of the practice of the 
Senate giving precedence to the appropriation bills, 
according to the Senator from Michigan, the fact 
is that there seems to be a tendency to postpone 
them. Lasik that the deficiency bill may be made 
the special order for Wednesday, next at one 
o’clock; and on that I desire the sense of the 
Senate. 

Mr. WELLER. I desire to ascertain what 
will be the condition of the three million bill, if 
the deficiency bill be made the special order for 
Wednesday? The three million bill is the unfin- 
ished business, and comes up, as I understand, 
now, when the morning hour has passed. In con- 
sequence of having crowded off my friend from 
Michigan on two different occasions, when his 
bills were made the special order, I had agreed 
not to call up my bill to-day. I shall therefore 
be compelled to oppose the motion made by my 
friend trom Virginia, beeause so soon as the river 
and harbor bills shall be disposed of, I desire that 
we may proceed to the consideration of the un- 
finished business—the three million bill. 

Mr. HUNTER. It seems, then, that this 
appropriation bill is to be postponed almost in- 
definitely. The Senator from California has 
given way for the river and harbor bills, and 
these are to take up as much time as the Senate 
chooses. The Senator from Michigan evidently 
apprehends that they will be before the Senate 
on Wednesday. When they shall be disposed 
of, the Senator from California is to interpose his 
bill—a bill on which we are to have a long war 
debate—a bill on which there is probably to be 
more speaking than on any other. Now, sir, the 
deficiency bill ought to be passed at once; and it 
seems to me that there can be no doubt that Wed- 
nesday, at least, should be given to it. 

The PRESIDENT. ‘The Chair will remark, 
that bills which have heretofore been made special 
orders, and have been left in an unfinished state, 
take preeedence over any special order that may 
be made now. 

Mr. WELLER. That is the reason why I 
have resisted the motion of the Senator from Vir- 
ginia. If there is to be a long war discussion on 
the three million bill, it makes it more important 
that it should be taken up at the earliest moment. 
J desire that the bill may be passed; and if there 
is to be a lengthy debate on it, that of course is 
an additional reason why I should press the 
consideration of it; but I do not apprehend that 
there will be any such discussion. | do not know 
of any Senator, except the one who is now enti- 
tled to the floor on that question, [Mr. Frssen- 
DEN,} who really proposes to discuss it. 

Mr. RUSK. 1 would inquire if that bill is not 
the special order now? 

The PRESIDENT. The first special order is 
the bill (S. No. 124) to increase the efficiency of 
the United States Army. ; 

Mr. RUSK. That, then, will take precedence 
of the deficiency bill, if the latter be now made 
the special order for Wednesday; and I hope, in 
that view of the case, that the honorable Senator 
from California will not oppose the proposition 
to make the deficiency bill the special order for 
Wednesday next. That bill is a very important 
one, and should be passed soon. A great many | 
appropriations which it contains are needed im- | 
mediately. Among others, there is a large appro- | 
priation for the Post Office Department, which 
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must be made very soon, or the mail service of the 
country will be seriously incommoded. The 
honorable Senator from California will therefore 
gain nothing by opposing the motion to make it 
the special ender, ecause his bill is now the 
special order, and has precedence on the Calendar 
over any other bill. 

Mr. WELLER. That is the very point at 
which I now seek to arrive—whether, if the de- 
ficiency bill be made the special order for Wednes- 
day next, the three million bill will stll have 
precedence of that? 

The PRESIDENT. It certainly will. 

Mr. WELLER. Ofcourse, then, I shall have 
no objection to the motion of the Senator from 
Virginia. 

The PRESIDENT. The first question is on 
the motion of the Senator from Virginia, to take 
up the bill (H. R. No. 68) to supply deficiencies 
in the appropriations for the service of the fiscal 
year ending 30th of June, 1856. 

Mr. PRATT. I think it was understood on 
all hands, that the various bills coming under the 
gceneral name, river and harbor bills, should be 
taken up to-day. Isuppose that not one of them 
can occupy more thana very small portion of the | 
time of the Senate. You are aware, sir, that all 
the bills of that character which have been re- 
ported at the present session were acted on during 
the last session of Congress. ‘They were then 
debated, after having been reported by the ap- 
propriate committee, and were passed by a large 
vote of the Senate. I suppose, therefore, that 
those bills will all be pean to-day, and that they | 
will not occupy longer than to-day. I suppose 
we shall really save time if my honorable friend 


' from Virginia will agree that those bills shall be 


| taken up. 
Mr. HUNTER. I now move that it be post- || 
poned to, and be made the special order for, | 


| orders, and proceed to the consideration of the 


j 
' 


disposed of by appropriating this day to their 
consideration. 

Mr. HUNTER. Iam not objecting to that. 
Iam only asking to have the deficiency bill taken | 
up, in order to be made the special order for 
Wednesday. 

The motion was agreed to; and the bill was 


Wednesday next. | 
The motion was agreed to. 


SPECIAL ORDERS—RIVERS AND HARBORS. 

Mr. HUNTER. Now I would ask, what is 
the special order for to-day? 

The PRESIDENT. The special order is bill 
(S. No. 124) to increase the efficiency of the United 
States Army. 

Mr. STUART. I move to postpone the prior 


river and harbor improvement bills reported by 
the Committee on Commerce. 

Mr. HUNTER. Lhope not. I think if we 
do business in order we shall get along much | 
faster. I trust that the billreported by the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs, which is the special | 
order, will be taken up, so that we act upon it if | 
we have to sit here all day. 


Mr. STUART. I hope the motion which I | 
have submitted to the Senate will be adopted; I 
do not wish to discuss it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not wish to interfere 


with the priority of business, as fixed by the || 


Senate; and I am especially unwilling to interfere 

with the object of my friend from Michigan; but | 
i gave notice a few days ago that, inthe eventof | 
the speech of my colleague [Mr. Trumpuy] on 
the Kansas question being published this morning, 
1 should ask the Senate to be allowed to reply to- 
morrow on the questions at issue between him 
and myself. That publication has not been made. 
1 have reported to-day from the Committee on 
Territories a bill which was promised the other | 


day; and I now ask to have some day indicated | 


on which I shall open the discussion upon that 
bill, in which I may ineidentally reply to some of 
the remarks of my colleague. If it would be 
agreeable to the Senate to fix Thursday, I should 
be glad. I do not wish to interfere with other 
business at all, but [ would indicate that day. 
The PRESIDENT. There is a motion now 
pending, the motion of the Senator from Michigan. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I make no motion, but I | 
shall take it for granted that the Senate will allow | 
me to proceed on Thursday, unless I hear some | 
expression of dissent. | 





| Mr, COLLAMER. Does the gentleman from 





bonnes 


Illinois wish to have his bill made the special 
order for that day? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall cail it up on Thurs. 
day for the purpose of submitting my remarks 
but I shall not press it for action at thattime, ’ 

Mr. COLLAMER. What I intended to ask 
was, whether other gentlemen will have an oppor- 
tunity to reply to the Senator’s speech if they 
shall desire to do so? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. [take it for granted that the 
courtesies of the Senate and the usages of parlia- 
mentary law give me, asthe author of the ma- 
jority report, the privilege of making the opening 
speech; and the Senator from Vermont will of 
course be allowed to follow nextas the author of 
the minority report. I take it for granted that 
would be according to parliamentary law and 
courtesy. 

Mr. COLLAMER. I take it that would be 
the case if the bill were made the order of the 

day for a particular time. 
| Mr. DOUGLAS. I can assure the Senator that 
I have no disposition to violate the courtesies of 


| the Senate by depriving him of the right which 


properly belongs to him. [take it for granted 
that he will follow me as a matter of course. 

Mr. COLLAMER. Very well. 

Mr. HOUSTON. I have given notice that | 
shall ask the indulgence of the Senate to-morrow 
to allow me to present a memorial from members 
of the State Legislature of Texas; and I shall 
to-morrow, during the morning hour, present that 
memorial, unless I am prevented from doing so. 


Mr. Strvarr’s motion was agreed to; and the 
| Senate proceeded to consider the river and har- 
bor improvement ills in their order on the Cal- 
' endar. 
| ST. CLAIR FLATS. 


The bill (S. No. 1) introduced by Mr. Cass, 
making an appropHation for deepening the chan- 
nel over the St. Clair flats, in the State of Mich- 
igan, was considered as in Committee of the 
| Whole. 

It proposes to appropriate $45,000 for the pur- 
| pose of deepening the channel over the St. Clair 
| flats, in the State of Michigan. 
Mr. CASS. Iam not able to detain the Sen- 
ate, and I have no doubtthey will find that a great 
relief I only wish to make a very few observ- 
ations by which the nature of this improvement 
| may be understood. 
It will be recollected that an appropriation of 
| $20,000 was made three or four years ago for this 
' work, which sum was expended in dredging. 
| Last year Congress agreed to make an appropria- 
tion necessary to complete the whole work, but 
it failed to meet the approval of the President. I 
have no idea of touching the constitutional ques- 
tion connected with this subject. It has been dis- 
cussed in the Senate too often to make it necessary 
to go over it again; and I may observe that the 
more that is said on the subject the more ‘* noise 
and confusion”’ there generally is on that topic. 


| [Laughter.] I shall therefore pass by any dis- 


cussion of the constitutional question. Before 
this body it cannot be necessary. 
| Mr. President, this line of improvement is one 
of the greatest in the Union. It is the line of 
communication between the great lakes of the 
Northwest, running on the boundary line between 
us and the English possessions. ‘The report of 
the examining topographical engineers estimated 
the expense of this work at $44,955. I will not 
| go into the particulars of their statement. It has 
been submitted to the Senate, and is on our rec- 
_ords. I shall simply state a few statistical facts. 
| The average annual value of the property passing 
| the St. Clair flats is $50,000,000, including all the 
lake trade of Wisconsin, of Illinois, of Indiana, 


of Michigan, of Ohio, of Pennsylvania, and of 
New York. That is the amount of the upper lake 
trade. The annual number of passages over the 
flats is twelve thousand six hundred. That num- 
ber of vessels annually pass this point. The 
number of passages by steam vessels is one thou- 
sand six hundred and eighty. The average deten- 
tion of vessels daily in November, 1854, was 
seventy-five. At one time during that period one 
hundred and twenty seven steam vessels were 
| detained. Vessels have been known to be de- 

tained there for four months. The calculation 
is, that the average daily detention for sailing 
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one hundred days, at a cost of $250 per day, 
amounts to $250,000. The expense of eight tugs 
for wo hundred and ten days, at $75 per day, is 
g125,000. 


The addition of these items gives a very large | 


cum of money annually lost by the detention oc- 


sasioned by the St. Clair flats. There was last | 


year only eight feet of water on the flats. I 
felieve now there is about nine and a half feet of 
water there. 
steamboats draw to the amount of twelve feet of 
water. The practical difficulty consists not only 


The higher and stronger class of | 


in the detention owing to the narrowness of the | 


channel, but, when one vessel is stopped, other 
yessels cannot go by, and nothing can pass until 
that vessel is taken out. This accounts for the 
great number of vessels which are daily detained 
at this point. The channel is shut up; the ves- 
sels cannot pass until the cause of the detention 
18 removed. 

Now, sir, there is no need of going into a state- 


ment of the statistical facts connected with the | 
commerce and peceran of that portion of the 


Union drained by the great lakes. Its power of 


production is unlimited. Nomancan tell, I may | 


almost say, how much it now sends to market, 
still less how much it is to send in future. 
yalue of those productions depends, in a great 


The | 


measure, on the power of getting to market; and | 


vessels from the upper lakes must be allowed to 


pass these flats without difficulty, or the detention | 


works serious injury and delays the sending of 
yroducts to market. Another disadvantage will 
¢ obvious to the Senate ata glance. The ship- 


pers of freight, when they send their goods, draw | 


on New York. If the freight cannot pass down 
the lakes, the productions cannot reach New York 
in time, and the consequence is a great derange- 
ment in money matters. The shippers make 


drafts, sagnne that the freight will promptly | 


reach its destination, and, if it does not, the drafts | 


are not paid. They are thrown back upon the 
purchasers, and thusa great deal of difficulty and 
distress is occasioned. In the month of Novem- 
ber, when our navigation is of the utmost import- 
ance, it is practically least useful, in consequence 
of the fall of the lake waters taking place in the 
autumn, and the upper lakes, in fact, are almost 
shut up. I have seen this state of affairs going 
on for years; and I repeat, without going more 


into detail, if there is a line of communication in | 


the Union which, by its bearing upon the Army, | 


the Navy, and the commerce of the country, de- | 


mands more than any other—I might almost say || five hundred miles. There are three interruptions: 


more than all others—the attention of Congress, 
itis this great line between the upper lakes of 
this Union. 


subject. Iam prepared to answer any inquiries 
which gentlemen may choose to make in order to 
elicit the facts. 





yessels is thirty for two hundred and ten days, | this course affords me the opportunity of making 
ata cost of $40 per day, amounting to $252,000. | 


The average daily detention of six steamers for | 


| $100,000 towards deepening the c 


that discrimination which I wish to make, and 
of voting for such as I believe come within a 
proper rule—a rule which shall “regulate,” in the 
language of the Constitution, and not attempt to 
make commerce. 

There is one other point on which I will say 
aword. I think, ona careful examination of the 
matter, there can be no just discriminations drawn 
between appropriations for harbors on the lakes 
and for harbors on the Atlantic coast—between 
appropriations for large rivers traversing various 
States, or for the Atlantic coast, or the lakes. 1 
put them all on precisely the same footing. I 
would therefore vote for an appropriation to im- 
prove a lake harbor, or to improve the navigation 
of such rivers as | have named, justas cheerfully, 
and on the same principle as | should vote for it 
on the Atlantic coast. I believe that the work 
named in this bill commends itself to us as a great 
national work, and I shall vote for it. , 

The yeas and nays being taken on the passage 
of the bill, resulted—yeas 29, nays 8; as follows: 

YEAS—Messrs. Allen, Bell of New Hampshire, Bell of 
Tennessee, Bigler, Cass, Clayton, Collamer, Crittenden, 
Dodge, Douglas, Durkee, Fessenden, Foster, Hamlin, Har- 
lan, Jones of lowa, Mallory, Pratt, Pugh, Sebastian, Sew- 
ard, Slidell, Stuart, Sumner, Thomson of New Jersey, 
Trumbull, Wade, Weller, and Wilson—29. 


NAYS—Messrs. Brown, Butler, Clay, Hunter, Iverson, 
Mason, Reid, and Toucey—8. 


So the bill was passed. 
ST. MARY’S RIVER. 
The Senate next considered, as in Committee 
of the Whole, the bill (S. No. 2) introduced by 
Mr. Cass, making appropriations for deepening 





/mended by the War Department in all cases, 


the channel over the flats of the St. Mary’s river | 
| in the State of Michigan. 
Its object is to provide for the mene of | 


vannel of the 
St. Mary’s river, in the State of Michigan, by 


| the west channel through Lake George, according 


|| to the estimate of Captain Macomb, of the topo- | 


graphical corps, communicated to the Senate in | 


the report of the Secretary of War, dated Janu- 
ary 18, 1855. It also provides that the dredging 
machine purchased for the improvement of the 
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neither enlarging nor diminishing, nor varying 
from that amount, unless where the Senate last 
year indicated a different sum or a different dis- 
vosition. Those bills will all follow in their order, 
f the honorable Senator will give his vote for this 
bill, he will presently have the pleasure of seeing 
votes given for all the bills which he desires to 
have passed. 

Mr. CRITTENDEN. 
Mississippi? 

Mr. SEWARD. Yes, sir; for all of them. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, and ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading. It was read the third time, and on 
the question, ‘* Shall the bill pass??? Mr. Apams 
called for the yeas and nays; and they were 
ordered, 

Mr. BUTLER. I do not intend to occupy 
the time of the Senate, for it would be a futile 
expenditure of breath; but I should like to know, 
from gentlemen who are so averse to a ** general 
system of internal imprevement,’’ how they can 
reconcile it to their constitutional doctrine to 
agree to take up by piece-meal and make these 
different local appropriations, so that they shall 
have preference over a general system of appro- 
priations for internal improvement. lf a general 
system were proposed, I suppose the first who 
would oppose it would be the honorable Senator 
from Michigan, because that would be contrary 
to what is called the Baltimore platform. [Leugh- 
ter.] I have heard various attempts made to 
draw some indicative line by which gentlemen 
could be reconciled to one “appropriation and 
opposed to another. Some say, that wherever a 
river runs through three States it assumes such 
a dignity that it may very well be brought within 
the cognizance of Federal legislation. 

Mr. CASS. Your former colleague [Mr. Cal- 
houn] said that. 

Mr. BUTLER. 


For the Ohio and the 


But you take advantage of it. 
Charge it to South Carolina. Mr. 


|| Calhoun maintained that doctrine. 


St. Clair flats may be employed, when not re- | 
quired for that purpose, at the discretion of the || 


Secretary of War, in the improvement of the St. 
Mary’s river or strait. 
Mr. CASS. Mr. President, this bill contem- 


plates an improvement of the same description | 


with the one which has just received the favor- 
able action of the Senate. Lakes Ontario, Erie, 


Huron, and Superior have an extent of inland | 


navigation, including the shores, of one thousand 


| the Falls of Niagara, which of course are out of 


The bill was reported to the Senate without || 


amendment, was ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, and was read the third time. 

The PRESIDENT. The question now is: 
Shall the bill pass? 

Mr. MASON. As this is the first bill of this 
character which has been acted on at the present 


session, I desire to have the yeas and nays upon | 


its passage, in order to test the sense of the 
Senate. 

The yeas amd nays were ordered. 

Mr. HAMLIN. Mr. President, I shall vote 
for this bill; and I desire to state in a very few 
words my position in relation to the various bills 
which have been reported from the Committee 
onCommerce. I believe I have never in my life 
voted for any general bill making appropriations 
for harbors and rivers. j 
constitutional objection against these bills; but I 


have withheld trom them my support for the || 


reason that large bills, grouped together, have 
necessarily carried along with them, in my judg- 
ment, many appropriations which were not with- 
in that rule which I have laid down as a guide 
for my action. At the same time, however, there 


I have never found any | 


were many, and probably most, of the appropri- | 
ations contained in those large bills for which I || 
would have cheerfully voted if they had been re- | 


ported in separate bills, making each depend on 
its own merits. They are so reported now; and 


have just provided; and the flats of the St. Mary’s | 
river, which open the communication between | 


Lakes Huron and Superior. The flats at St. 


Clair open the communication as well with Lakes | 
Superior and Huron as with Lake Michigan. | 


This refers only to Lake Superior. 
into the details of that region, its productiveness, 
and its mineral productions, both iron and copper. 
It is one of the most growing and richest countries 
in the world. 
to in the bill, the report of the War Department; 
but I will not detain the Senate longer on the 
subject. 

Mr CRITTENDEN. Mr. President, I have 


no doubt that the appropriation proposed by this 


I need not go | 


We have now before us, as referred | 


bill is one very proper to be made; but some years 


azo we thought it necessary in this body, when 


| driven to the necessity of the case, to decline to 


| pass any separate bills. 


Gentlemen will recollect 
that there are some quite important navigable 
streams a good way further south and west than 


Michigan—such as the Ohio and the Mississippi; | 


and we have generally heretofore held back such 
bills as these in order that they might accompany 
appropriations for other more general and import- 


| ant objects. 


Mr. SEWARD. If the honorable Senator will 


allow me, I will make an explanation to him. The | 


bills on the Calendar are for the lakes of the Union 
and for the rivers Northand South, Eastand West 
—in Kentucky, Massachusetts, and Maine. 
the bills were referred as separate measures to 
the Committee on Commerce. 
have reported them with provisions for the exact 
amount of appropriations which have been recom- 


All | 


That committee | 


| our reach; the flats at the St. Clair, for which we || 
I do not think it is necessary to || 


submit any further remarks to the Senate on the | 


Mr. BUTLER. 
maintain it, I do not. 
not for another. 

Mr. CASS. I go for all. 

Mr. BUTLER. Then you quit the platform 


Well, if Mr. Calhoun did 
You go for one State but 


altogether. [Laughter.} 
Mr. CASS. No; I stick to the platform. 
[Laughter. 


Mr. BUTLER. I cannot see how that plat- 
form can stand, and this appropriation for St 
Mary’s river stand also. Does the St. Mary’s 
river run through more than one State? 

Mr. CASS. It runs through Canada. [Laugh- 
ter. ] 

Mr. BUTLER. Well, that may be called 
foreign relations. [Laughter.} If you say that 
this 1s a war measure, | will be reconciled to it. 


| Lcan be reconciled to it on the broad ground that 


it is a measure providing for war. 

Mr. CASS. That is one of its uses. 

Mr. BUTLER. Very well. That may dis- 
tinguish it. (Laughter.] 

The yeas and nays being taken on the passage 
of the bill, resulted—yeas 32, nays 8; as follows: 


YEAS—Messrs. Allen, Bell of New Hampshire, Benja- 
min, Bigler, Cass, Clayton, Collamer, Crittenden, Dodge, 


| Douglas, Durkee, Fessenden, Fish, Foot, Foster, Hale, 
| Hamlin, Harlan, Johnson, Jones of Lowa, Pratt, Pugh, Se- 


bastian, Seward, Slidell, Stuart, Sumner, Thomson of New 
Jersey, Trumbull, Wade, Weller, and Wilson— 32. 

NAYS—Messrs. Adams, Brown, Butler, Clay, Hunter, 
Iverson, Reid, and Toucey—8. 


So the bill was passed. 
THE MOUTH OF THE MISSISSIPPI. 


The bill (S. 14) introduced by Mr. Suiwext, to 
remove obstructions to the navigation of the 
Mississippi river at the Southwest Pass and 
Pass 41’Outre, was considered as in Committee 
of the Whole. 

The bill proposes to appropriate $300,000 for 
the purpose of opening and keeping open ship 
channels of sufficient capacity to accommodate 
the wants of commerce through the Southwest 
Pass and Pass 4 1’Outre, leading from the Missis- 
sippi river into the Gulf of Mexico. The money 
is to be expended under the superintendence of 
the Secretary of War, who is to contract for the 
work; and at an early day in the next session of 
Congress he is to report the progress of the work, 
the amount necessary to complete it, and an 
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estimate of the annual cost of keeping the chan- | 
nels open; and any contract made is to be limited 
to the amount appropriated by the bill. 

It also proposes to appropriate $330,000 for 
continuing the improvement of the channels at 
the mouths of the Mississippi river, which sum 
is to be applied by the Secretary of War, by con 
tract or otherwise. 

Mr. CRITTENDEN. I should like to have | 
some information on this subject, if itis in the pos- 
session of gentlemen. I wish to know whether 
estimates have been made and plans suggested 
for the improvements contemplated by these ap- 
propriations. They are very large. The object | 
1s very important, and I should cheerfully vote 
for whateve r sum Is necessary, but I want to 
know what is the estimate and what is the plan, 
if there be any. We are asked to appropriate 
$300,000. 

Mr. SEWARD. For the information of the 
honorable Senator, | will state to him that this 
bill, like all the others, was submitted to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce and examined by them; and 
that in this case, as in all others, estimates and 
recommendations have been made by the Depart- 
ment, and the sums proposed to be appropriated 
are recommended; he plans are settled by the 
Department, and the sum in no case exceeds the 
estimate, 

Mr. SLIDELL. Ifthe honorable Senator from 
Kentucky desires any further or more particular 
information on the subject, I will send to the desk, 
to be read by the Clerk, the report of the Secre- 
tary of War on the subject and the estimates of 
the engineers. It is rather a voluminous docu- 
ment, and | presume the Senate are fully aware, 
Without its reading, of the importance of the 
work to the navigation at the mouths of the Mis- 
BISSIPp). | 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, (Mr. Wetter | 
in the Chair.) Does the Senator from Kentucky | 
desire that the report may be read. 

Mr. FOOT. Deihonae no Senator desires it. 

Mr. CRITTENDEN. I believe it is not, 
necessary on my account. 

Mr. CASS. 1 suppose the Senator from Ken- 
tucky only wishes to be assured that the estimate 
is made by the proper Department. 

Mr. CRITTENDEN. Yes, sir. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, and ordered to be engrossed fora 
third reading. It was read a third time, and on 
the question of its passage, Mr. Siipevu asked 
for the yeas and nays; and they were ordered. 

Mr. ADAMS. I have no disposition to say a 
word on the general subject of these bills; but 
I look on this appropriation as standing entirely 
distinct and apart from ail the others, so far as | 
my knowledge extends. The cleaning out of the 
mouth of the Mississippi I look upon as indis- 
pensably necessary for the collection of the rev- 
enues of the Government; and wherever appro- 
priations come within that category, I am willing 
to vote forthem. I vote for this, and against 
the others. Any proposition to clear out obstruc- 
tions in the Mississippi above New Orleans, I 
have heretofore voted against, and I expect to 
continue that course. I shall vote yea. 

The yeas and nays being taken, resulted—yeas 
32, nays 3; as follows: 

YEAS—Messrs. Adams, Allen, Bell of New Hampshire, 
Bell of Tennessee, Benjamin, Bigler, Brown, Cass, Crit- 
tenden, Dodge, Douglas, Durkee, Fish, Foot, Foster, Hale, 
Hamlin, Haslan, Jones of Lowa, Prait, Pugh, Reid, Rusk, 
Sebastian, Seward, Slidell, Stuart, Sumner, Trumbull, 
Wade, Weller, and Wilson —2. 

NAYS—Meesrs. Clay, Iverson, and Mason—3. 


} 
So the bill was passed. 


PATAPSCO RIVER. 


The Senate proceeded, as in Committee of the | 
Whole, to the consideration of the bill introduced 
by Mr. Prartr (S. No. 53) for the improvement 
of the navigation of the Patapsco river, and to | 
render the port of Baltimore accessible to the war 
steamers of the United States. 

Its object is to appropriate $100,000, to be ex- | 

nded under the direction of the Secretary of | 

Var, in deepening the channel of the Patapsco 
river, and in rendering the port of Baltimore ac- 
cessible to the steam frigates and other wa. ves- | 
sels of the United States. 

The bill was reported to the Senate without 
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third | 
reading, was read the third time, and passed. 
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HARBOR OF SAN DIEGO. 


The bill introduced by Mr. Wexter (S. No. |; 
82) for the improvement of the harbor of San | 
Diego, in California, was next considered as in | 


Committee of the Whole. 

By its provisions $50,000, or so much of that 
sum as may be necessary, will be appropriated 
for completing the construction of a levee across 
the mouth of the river San Diego, California, and 
for other works, to turn it into the former channel, 


into False bay, in accordance with the surveys | 
yo 


heretofore made. 


The bill was reported to the Senate without || 
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third 


reading, was read the third time, and passed. 
SAVANNAH RIVER. 


The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, | 


»vroceeded to consider the bill (S. No. 123) reported 

ie the Committee on Commerce, to amend an 
act passed March 3, 1855, for the improvement 
of the Savannah river. 


It provides that the money appropriated under | 
the act of the 3d of March, 1855, for the improve- || 


ment of Savannah river, may be expended under 
the direction of the Secretary of War for the 
improvement of that river, at such places and in 
such manner as he may deem proper. 

Mr. LVERSON. [ move toamend the bill by 
adding the following proviso: 

Provided, That said expenditure shall be confined to the 


removal of cbstructions in said river caused by the ships or || 


huiks sunk therein during the war of the Revolution. 


The bill which was passed at the last session || 
of Congress, appropriating $161,000 to remove || 


obstructions sunk in the Savannah river during 
the revolutionary war, for the common defense, 
was sanctioned by the President of the United 
States, as I understand, on the express ground 
that it appropriated the money to remove obstruc- 
tions which had been put there during the revo- 
lutionary war for the common defense, upon the 
general doctrine that the Federal Government, b 

the Constitution of the United States, vated 


to pay all the debts or obligations which the | 
Confederation had entered into. It appears that | 
this money, $161,000, appropriated for the re- | 


moval of the obstructions according to the direc- 
tions of the law, did not apply to removing the 
obstructions which had been caused by the ori- 
ginal obstructions placed there during the revolu- 
uuonary war. Captain Gilmer, the engineer in 


charge of the work, reported to the Secretary of | 


War that the bare removal of the original obstruc- 
tions would not improve the navigation of the 
river, nor would it remove the difficulty which 
has been created by the sinking of those obstruc- 
tions; that sand and mud had been accumulated 


above the obstructions, and in consequence of || 


them, and unless that difficulty was removed, the 


Savannah river would be no more navigable than | 


it was before. He therefore proposed that the 
money should be expended not only in removing 
the hulks themselves—the specific obstructions 
sunk during the Revolution—butalso in removing 
the obstructions which had been caused by the 
hulks—in taking out the sand and mud which 
had been swept down by tne floods in the river, 
and had accumulated around these hulks or sunk- 
en ships. The Secretary of War, however, on 
consultation with the President, determined that 
it was a specific appropriation, and could not be 
changed; that the money must be confined exclu- 
sively to the removal of the hulks themselves, 
and could not be extended beyond that. The 
city council of Savannah have memorialized Con- 
gress for an enlargement of the law. They have 
asked for the passage of an amendatory bill 
authorizing the Secretary of War to expend the 
balance of the appropriation in removing the 
sand and mud and other accumulated obstructions 


which have resulted from the original obstruc- | 


tions sunk in the river. A bill was presented for 
that purpose and referred to the Committee on 
Commerce, and they have reported the present 


bill, which authorizes the Secretary of War, at | 


his discretion, to apply the balance of that appro- 
priation for the improvement of the Savannah 


river at any point and in any manner that he 
pleases. 


Now, a* I understand the principles of the Ex- | 


ecutive aud the doctrines which he maintains, 
(with which I agree entirely and thoroughly,) 
the passage of this bill in its present form will be 





|| perfectly useless. The bill, in the form in wh 

| It has been reported by the Committee on a 
€ veto, 
ciple of 


merce, will undoubtedly meet the Executiy 
_ because it is placed upon the general prin 
| appropriations for cleaning out rivers; it leaves 
the unexpended balance of last year’s appropri. 
ation to be applied in such manner as the Seere. 
tary of War may direct; it gives him the disere. 
tionary power of expending it anywhere andq 
everywhere, and does not confine it to the partic. 
ular obstructions which have been caused by the 
sinking of those hulks. It was only on the prin. 
ciple that it was the removal of obstructions 
caused by particular acts during the revolutionary 
war for the common defense of the country, that 
the bill of last year received the Executive sane. 
tion. 

If, Mr. President, this were an original appli- 
cation to Congress to appropriate money to clean 
out the Savannah river, I should vote against it, 
| although it is in my own State. If it were an 
| appropriation even to improve the Savannah river 
so far only as to clear out the hulks placed there 
during the revolutionary war, I should vote 
against it. I did vote against this identical appro- 
priation when I was a member of the House of 
hasrenmentives during the Thirtieth Congress, | 
/am a strict constructionist—perhaps as much so 

as any Senator upon this floor. 1 do not believe 
| that Congress has power to appropriate money 
|, for the improvement of rivers. ‘There is no clause 
in the Constitution, in my opinion, which au- 
| thorizes an appropriation of money for that pur- 
pose; and the very fact that this doctrine has been 
referred to so many clauses in the Constitution, 
satisfies me that it is erroneous. Why, sir, | 
heard a distinguished Senator from South Car- 
olina, [Mr. Calhoun,] now dead and gone, to 
whom reference has been made to-day, assert on 
this floor that Congress had the right to construct 
a dam across the mouth of the Cumberland river 
‘| in the State of Kentucky; and he derived the 
|| power from that clause in the Constitution which 
_authorizes the Government to build, construct, 
and maintain a Navy. The absurdity to me 
seemed so glaring and palpable, that I thought it 
would strike the mind of every intelligent man. 
Sir, it is the absurdity of such propositions 
| which satisfies me that the doctrine is erroneous. 
I am, therefore, opposed to the appropriation of 
| any money by the General Government to clear 
| out obstructions in any river within any State of 
this Confederacy. If it were an original proposi- 
tion, | would not give my vote for this bill; and! 
would not give my vote for any bill to clear out 
even these very obstructions in the Savannah 
river, although they may have been put there by 
| the Government during the Revolution for the 


| common defense. I do not think that fact changes 

the question. Ido not believe that the General 
Government is under obligations to remove ob- 
structions which have been placed there during 
the revolutionary war. It is not to that charac- 
ter of ‘‘ obligations”’ which the Constitution refers 
when it imposes on the Federal Government all 
the obligations of the Confederacy. 

But, sir, the bill of the last session was passed, 
and became a law. It appropriated $161,000 to 
remove obstructions which had been placed in the 
Savannah river during the revolutionary war for 
the common defense. That is the language of 
the bill itself. Now Iam not disposed to dispute 
the facts stated in that recital; and inasmuch as 
‘the money has already been appropriated by an 

act of Congress, I may, with propriety, give my 
vote to expend that money to accomplish the 
—— object. 

he money appropriated at the last Congress 
by the bill of that session is utterly useless, unless 
it be amended now so as to authorize the Secre- 
tary of War to expend the unexpended balance 
of the appropriation to clean out the obstruc- 
| tions caused by the sinking of the hulks; because, 
| as Captain Gilmer has very properly stated in his 
report to the War Department, if you clean out 
| the mere hulks themselves—the ships sunk there 
during the war—that will not accomplish the ob- 
| ject. No good end will be attained, because when 
| they are removed, the sand and mud which have 
/ accumulated around and above them, and which 
have impeded navigation as much as the hulks 
| themselves, will still remain; and without the 
expenditure of the money for their removal, the 
| original appropriation is useless. 
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] may therefore, it seems to me, with propriety, 


yote for this bill, with the amendment which 


THE CONGRESSION 
: — 
1) 


propose, and which I hope the Committee on Com- | 


merce will not object to. 
committee desire to place this upon general prin- 


ciples, for the express purpose of meeting the | 


Executive veto. he chairman and members of 
the committee must understand that if the bill be 

assed in the form in which they have presented 
it, it must be vetoed by the Executive; and in my 
opinion ought to receive his veto. I therefore 
trust the committee will consent to this amend- 
ment. All that we ask is, that the balance of the 
money, Which has not yet been expended, and 
which was appropriated at the last Congress to 
accomplish a particular object, may be so ex- 
vended a8 to carry out that ve in good faith; 
and that all the obstructions which have accumu- 
jated in the Savannah river, in consequence of 
these hulks which were sunk there during the 
revolutionary war, whether by one party or the 
other, may be cleaned out for the benefit of the 
navigation of that river. I can see no reason 
why the Committee on Commerce desire to make 
this a general expenditure. The State of Georgia 
does not ask it. The city of Savannah does not 
ask it. All we desire is, in order that we may 
not meet the difficulty of the Executive veto, that 
this money may be applied in a particular man- 
ner; and having accomplished that object we shall 


be content if it does not restore the navigation of | 


the river to its original condition. 

Mr. BELL, of Tennessee. Will the honorable 
Senator from Georgia do me the favor to state 
who it was that contended that Congress had 
power to dam up the Cumberland river at its 
mouth ? 

Mr. 1VERSON. I happened to be in the Senate 
Chamber when that question arose and was de- 
bated a few years since. .A dam had been placed 
across the Cumberland river some years before, 
by act of Congress, for the purpose of changing the 
channel of the Ohio river. It was at the mouth of 
the Cumberland in the Ohioriver. The purpose 
was to change the current and deepen the charine] 
of the latter ononeside. Itwasadam constructed, 
as I understand, from the main shore to an island 
inthe Ohio river, opposite the mouth of the Cum- 
berland river. Thatdam had been washed away 
by a flood, and the proposition then was to ap- 
propriate money to reconstruct the dam. On 
that proposition the Senator from South Carolina 
{Mr. Calhoun] made the speech to which I al- 
luded, in which he put the power on that clause of 
the Constitution which authorizes Congress to 
maintain a Navy. 

Mr. HAMLIN. I desire to state to the Senate 
the reasons which have induced the Committee 
on Commerce to report the bill in its present form. 
I believe | am authorized to say that it met the 
unanimous sanction of all the members of the 
eommittee—at least all who were present, and I 
think all the members were present with one ex- 
ception. A law was passed during the last Con- 
gress making an appropriation, as the Senator 
from Georgia has said, for removing obstructions 
in the Savannah river. As the act is very short, 
comprising but three or four lines, I will read it: 


Beit enacted, §c., That the sum of $161,000 be, and the 
same is hereby, appropriated, out of any money not hereto- 
fore appropriated, to remove the obstructions in the Savan- 
nah river, below the city of Savannah, in the State of 


Georgia, placed there during the revolutionary war for the 
common defense.” 


The bill, as it passed the Senate, met the ap- 
proval of the President and becamealaw. It was 
subsequently found that the simple removal of the 
obstructions which had been sneal there would 
not make that improvement in the Savannah river 
which was desirable. The Secretary of War held 
that he had no other power than simply to remove 
these obstructions, and that there the limitations 
to the expenditure of the money took effect. 
Consequently, on a resurvey by the proper offi- 
cer, it was recommended that the law should be 
so amended that the Department should have 
authority to remove the deposits which had accu- 
mulated there in consequence of the sinking of 
these wrecks. 

The law which I have read states that these 
obstructions were placed there ‘ for the common 
defense.’”? Upon an investigation of this matter 
by the Committee on Commerce, it has been as- 
certained that these obstructions were placed there 
by the British Government to defend their forces 


I do not see why that 





| 


during the revolutionary war. Such I understand | 


to be the truth. Now, the question which arose, 
and which the Committee on Commerce examined, 
was this: Is the Government under any obligation 
to remove obstructions placed in our rivers by a 
foreign Power, over and above what it would be 
to remove obstructions placed there by nature— 
bya higher Power? The committee came to the 
conclusion that these obstructions, not placed in 
the river by our Government, were to be treated 
like all obstructions to navigation in our rivers; 
and that consequently an appropriation for their 
removal, subject to the discretion of the Depart- 
; ment, should be made like other appropriations 
for like objects in other places. 

Now, the Senator from Georgia asks, very fairly 
and very frankly, do the Committee on Commerce 
design to report a bill for which the people of 
of Georgia do not ask? I answer, that the Com- 
mittee on Commerce can see no reason why the 
people of Georgia should have a bill passed with 
a technicality affixed to it, which shall enable it 
to receive the signature of the President in pre- 
ference to other bills which are calculated and 
designed to accomplish precisely such an object; 
that is, to relieve the navigation of rivers from 
obstructions, whether natural or artificial. They 
thought that it should stand on no other footing 
than that on which other bills of a like character 
stand. 
assume that these obstructions were placed there 
for the common defense, and that having been so 
placed, it is our duty to remove them? Shall we 
take that view in the face of the facts, for the 
purpose of passing a bill which shall be effective, 
while it might not be effective if it were placed 
| on the same terms, and under the same conditions, 

as appropriations for other rivers? 


Now, is it advisable that we should | 
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It may be that the Senator will be able to sat- | 


isfy me that there are obligations imposed on the 

Government to remove these obstructions above 
_ such as are imposed with regard to natural ob- 

structions. If so, 1 yield the point; but I can see 
| no distinction between obstructions placed there 
| by the British Government and obstructions 
which are natural to the channel of theriver. If 
they had been placed there by our own Govern- 
ment, and had ceased to perform the purposes for 
| which they were placed there, it might be that it 


| would be the duty of the Government to remove | 


them. Ido not say that this would be so even 
then, but I submit to the Senate, whether it is 


| right or just to other sections where appropria- | 


tions are to be made to improve the channels of 
rivers, that a bill shall be reported in such terms 
as will meet success in this case, and which will 
| insure defeat in others? 
| These are the reasons which led to the report- 
| ing of the bill in its present form. They were 
_ such reasons as were satisfactory to the commit- 


case shall be made an exception to the general 
rule. 
Mr. IVERSON. I have already stated, in the 
few remarks which I had the honor to submita 
little while ago, that I saw no difference whatever 
between removing obstructions put there even by 
our own Government, or by the Confederation 
| during the revolutionary war, and removing 

those put there by nature. I stated that while a 

member of the House of Representatives during 
| the Thirtieth Congress, I voted against an appro- 
| priation of $50,000 to remove these very obstruc- 
| tions in the Savannah river, even on the principle 
that they had been put there by the American 
| Government during the war. According to my 
construction of the powers of this Government 
under the Constitution, the Federal Government 
has no right, no power to appropriate one dollar 


river in the United States. 
obstructions may have been put into the rivers, or 
from what sources they may have originated. I 
| therefore, do not see any distinction, and I do not 


| tee; and itis for the Senate to say whether this | 


for the improvement of the navigation of any | 
I do not care what | 


contend that there is any between obstructions | 


| put there by nature or obstructions put there 
y the Federal Government, nor between obstruc- 


tions put there by the British Government and | 


those which have been put there by any other | 


| Government. They all stand, at last, upon the 
broad principle of the constitutional power of 
| the Government to appropriate money to improve 


| 
| 
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again, that if this were an original proposition to 
appropriate money to remove these obstructions 
whether they were put there by the British Gov 
ernment, or by the American Confederation for 
the common defense, or by nature, | should vote 
against it. But, sir, it seems to me that we ought 
not to travel behind the act of the last session, ap- 
propriating $161,000 to remove certain obstruc- 
uons in the Savannah river. The bill recites a 
fact which the Senator from Maine denies. He 
declares that those obstructions, instead of having 
been placed in the Savannah river by the Ameri- 
can Government, were placed there by the British 
Government. I shall not enter into an historical 
examination of this fact to ascertain its truth; be- 
cause, according to my position, it does not alter 
the question. [tis a matter of no consequence 
whether the obstructions were placed there by the 
British Government to prevent the French fleet 
from coming up to Savannah, or whether they 
were put there by the State of Georgia or the 
American troops when in occupation of Savannah, 
to prevent the British fleet from approaching that 
city. 

The appropriation has already been made. It 
was made at the last session of Congress. The 
bill making the appropriation recited a fact which 
I think the Senate and the country are bound to 
consider as true—namely, that these obstructions 
were placed in the river for the common defense 
of the American people—were put there by the 
American troops in possession of Savannah at 
the time for its defense. This appropriation has 
been made, but the stringent construction which 
the President and the Secretary of War have 
placed upon the powers of the Government on 
that subject, confines the appropriation to the 
strict words of the law, so that the money cannot 
be expended for any other object than the simple 
and isolated one of removing the ships acvually 
sunk in the river—to the removal of the cause, 
but not of its effects. Why, sir, the object, the 
intent of the law was, not to remove simply the 
hulks themselves, the cause of the obstructions, 
but in fact to remove the obstructions which had 
been caused there by sinking those ships. I think 
the Secretary of War and the President have 
applied too stringent a construction to the law 
and to the powers of the Government, I think 
that if it was competent for the Government to 

a money to remove the cause of the 
obstructions, it was equally competent to appro- 
priate money to remove the obstructions them- 
selves, which were consequent upon the cause; 
and, therefore, I shall vote for this bill, if amended 
as | propose. A part of the appropriation has 
already been expended in removing the hulks, 
but that does not improve the navigation of the 
river. It has accomplished nothing. It will 
accomplish nothing, unless the balance of the 
money appropriated at the last Congress be au- 
thorized to be employed for the removal of the 
obstructions created by the sinking of the hulks. 

Now, it scems to me that no Senator can ob- 
ject to this. We simply ask that the intention of 
the original act shal! be carried out. We do not 
desire to enlarge the object; but yet the Commit- 
tee on Commerce are endeavoring to thrust down 
the throats of those who are in favor of this 
appropriation an enlarged object. The purpose 
cannot be misunderstood; the Committee on 
Commerce desire to have this bill vetoed by the 
President. ‘They do not intend that the State of 
Georgia shall have the benefit of the appropriation 
already made, and I think that is not very fatr. 
1 ask what object the Committee on Commerce 
can have in view by desiring to enlarge this ap- 
propriation, and put it in such a form that it must 
necessarily, as we all understand the opinions of 
the Executive, meet with his veto? They voted 
at the last session for the bill to remove these ob- 
structions; I presume they voted in good faith to 
remove the obstructions in the Savannah river 
produced by this cause; and now’when we eome 
and ask for an explanatory bill giving to the Sec- 
retary of War power to apply the money to carry 
out the original design of the act of the last Con- 
gress, the Committee on Commerce hamper it with 

another provision giving enlarged powers to the 
Secretary of War, and putting iton general prin- 
ciples; thus placing it in a position which they 
know must defeat the object of the bill and the 


the navigation of rivers within a State. I make || original intention of Congress in appropriating 
| no distinction, and therefore I said, and I say |) this money. I ask if it is fair for the Committee 





i. 4 > 
A 7 7 . 
ane amen a Se Rg Ky neal aati a 
F - 5 , “ - 2 aw } r 
ii ie P ‘ ee De ee meyer. as —~, ~ 
ae a aa : Sia es Lae * RPT Pe roy ~ he ae e v 
~. ne eo > ee tiem Seg 5 


aaa 
Ls Pama nai ate 
be tink Soe 


Ea erin ai 


eo ; 
ree i 

Raa fee 
| 





ae 


668 


on Commerce thus to hamper a proposition of 
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this sort, when they know the effect will be to | 


defeat the original intention, and obviate all the 
good which this money could possibly do? 
Sir, we ask simply that the act of the last Con- 


gress may be so amended by an explanatory bill, | 


that the intention of Congress manifested by the 
passage of the act ma be carried out in good 
faith—nothing more. We do not ask for a gen- 
eral appropriation to clean out the Savannah river; 
we do not put it upon the principle that this Gov- 
ernment has power to do this. For myself, I 
object to that construction of the power of the 
Federal Government. We simply desire that, 
inasmuch as this money has already been appro- 

riated by an act of Congress and remains in the 
Wreasery, it may be expended to accomplish the 
object which Congress had in view in passing that 
law; and therefore I ask that this amendment 
may be adopted to confine the appropriations to 
the removal of the obstructions caused by the 
sinking of those hulks or ships in the channel of 
the Savannah river. The purpose for which I do 
it—and I advise the Senate of it—is to avoid the 
Executive veto, because I know, as every gentle- 
man must know who understands the policy of 
the Government and the opinions of the present 
Executive, that if the bill be passed in the form 
in which it has been presented by the Committee 
on Commerce, it cannot receive the sanction of 
the Executive, and must fall. If, however, the 
amendment which I have proposed be adopted, 
and the’ money is stnhned in its application to 
the removal of the obstructions which have been 
caused by the sinking of the hulks, the President 
may with propriety sanction the bill, as he did at 
the last session of Congress. I trust the amend- 
ment will be adopted. 

Mr. FOOT. I desire to be informed what pro- 
portion of the appropriation of $161,000 has been 
expended in the removal of the hulks? 

Mtr, IVERSON. Iam not able to answer the 
question. 

Mr. FOOT. Has any part of it been expended 
for that object? 

Mr. IVERSON. A large portion of it has 
already been expended in removing the hulks 
themselves. The Secretary of War, on consult- 
ation with the President, as I have been informed 
by him, and as appears from the published report 
of the correspondence between the Secretary of 
War and Captain Gilmer, the engineer in charge, 
has confined the application of the money simply 
to the removal of the vessels themselves. He has 
authorized the sand which had accumulated on 
the surface of these hulks to be taken away so as 
to get at the hulks themselves; but he has in- 
structed Captain Gilmer to remove no more than 
the hulks themselves. Captain Gilmer, after ex- 
amination, states the fact to be that large quanti- 
ues of mud, sand, gravel, and other impediments 
have washed against those hulks and stopped up 
the channel of the river. He desired to know 
from the Department whether the balance of the 
money was to be applied to the removal of those 
obstructions, and the Secretary of War said, ‘‘No; 
you cannot apply one dollar to them, because the 
act says in terms thatthe money is appropriated 
to remove obstructions sunk in the Savannah 
river during the revolutionary war; and therefore 
nothing can be removed except the obstructions 
which were actually sunk, and nothing was sunk 
but the ships. The consequences cannot be re- 
moved altogether—you may remove the causes.”’ 
This, in my opinion, was a very stringent and 
perhaps improper construction of the power of 
the Government under the law; but still such is 
the case, and without an amendatory act the 
money cannot be used. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, [ have had my 
attention drawn to this subject more than once. 
I recollect that on one occasion Mr. Berrien, of 
Georgia, on this floor certainly gave me to under- 
stand, and I think gave the Senate to understand, 
a very different statement of things from that 
which has been to-day presented to the Senate. 
He stated what I always understood to be the 
historical fact in relation to the obstructions in 
the Savannah river. My State, I confess, is 
deeply interested in their removal, but that fact 
would not change my opinion with regard to the 
constitutional power of Congress to appropriate 
money to clean out rivers. 


I recollect distinctly the ground on which this 











ene has been heretofore placed, or at 
least the ground on which I was reconciled perhaps 
to make some appropriation. In 1778, Robert 
Howe, the American General, a North Carolinian 
or a Virginian, was in possession of Savannah. 
Campbell was the commander of the British forces 
who attacked Howe and drove him from Savannah 
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under a capitulation, I think on Christmas day, 


in 1778. 
British garrison kept possession of Savannah 
from that period until the time when it was 
| threatened by D’Estaing, and then ships were 


I have always understood that the | 


March 17, 
le ee ree ears eects i 
and I am inelined to believe that the statement 
of my friend from South Carolina is right. 

Mr. BUTLER. I state, as a matter of history 
that both the British and American forces placed 
the hulks there during the revolutionary war, ] 
think the British put them there when D’Estaine 
was about to make his celebrated attack which 
is known in our country as the siege of Sayan. 
nah. If so, it was a war measure; and I can 


_ reconcile myself to vote for the removal of these 


sunk at the mouth of the Savannah river by the | 


British garrison to prevent the French fleet from 
coming up. It was & war measure adopted by 
the British and American Governments when 
they were alternately in possession of Savannah; 


/and I think when the true facts are ascertained, | 


it will be found that both the officer representing 


the American Government and the officer repre- | 


senting the British Government sunk ships at the 


mouth of that river for the same purpose—to || except the want of money. The power is sup- 


protect the city of Savannah. 


We are told now, however, for the first time, | 
I think, that these obstructions were placed there | 


| ata much earlier period, while we were colonies 
of Great Britain, by the British Government to 
prevent the French fromcoming up. ‘This is the 

_ first time that I have ever heard such a statement. 

I cannot gainsay it, for I have no authentic evi- 

| dence on the subject before me. 

| However that point may be, I can see a great 


sioned by them, and one for regulating commerce 
by cutting ditches and canals or opening rivers. 
I recollect that on former occasions the bill mak- 
ing appropriations to remove these hulks under- 
went discussion, and the ground was distinctly 
taken that when the Government of the United 
States used the property of a State or of an in- 
dividual for general purposes, for the common 
defense, it was bound, under the obligations of 
honor and good faith, to make compensation for 
the use of the property. At the period of the 
Revolution, the Savannah river was, as itis now, 
a great highway of commerce. If our own Gov- 
/ernment, as one of the means of defending the 

city of Savannah, sunk ships there, and thus ap- 

propriated that highway for its own purposes, as 

one of the means of carrying on war with Great 
| Britain, I could vote for an appropriation to re- 

move them, on the ground that when property 


has been taken for the public use we have made | 


appropriations for it. When, as in the Revolu- 
tion, private property was used for public pur- 
poses—as the occupation of a house as a place 
_ of defense—compensation has been allowed. The 
principle has been recognized in a general act; 
and so, also, when American property was de- 
stroyed or Se while in the occupation of the 
enemy, and destroyed by Washington’s cannon, 
as in the same case in Germantown, compensation 


has been made on the broad ground that when | 
flagrante bello, during a state of actual war, prop- | 


erty has been used for public purposes, and was 
destroyed in consequence of such use, the Gov- 
ernment was bound to allow compensation. In 
regard to the ships sunk in the Savannah river, 
I have always understood that they were placed 
there both by the British and American Govern- 
ments, as a means of defending Savannah when 


I am now, for the first time, given to understand 
that those obstructions were placed there at an 
antecedent date, before the war between Great 
| Britain and the United States. It may be so, 
| but I doubt it. 
|, Mr. IVERSON. I did not understand any- 
| body to say so. 
Mr. BUTLER. I understood the chairman 
of the Committee on Commerce [Mr. Hamuiy] 
| to say so. 
Mr. IVERSON. I think he stated that the 
| obstructions were put there during the revolution- 
_ary war by the British while they held possession 
| of Savannah. 
Mr. BUTLER. I thought he stated they were 
put there by Great Britain, during the war be- 
| tween her and France, to prevent the French 
| reaching that a 

Mr.HAMLIN. No, sir. 
Mr. BUTLER. Then I stand corrected. 
Mr. IVERSON. It is a matter of history, 


they were alternately in possession of that city. | 


obstructions on a very different ground from that 
.on which appropriations are made to regulate 
commerce by opening ditches, cutting rivers, and 
‘digging canals around the lakes, or anywhere else, 
Sir, the moment you embark in the wide province 
of regulating commerce here and there by the 
appropriation of money, you commit the greatest 
power which has ever been wielded over this 
Confederacy to the accidental majority in Con- 
gress for the time being; and if you commence, 
I can sce no limit to your regulation of commerce 


posed to extend as far asan object can be effected 
by an appropriation of money; that is as nearly 
as I can understand gentlemen, They are not 
very distinct; and when they are required to 
draw lines, to lay down distinctions, I observe 
that they shrink from the issue—in milita 


| phrase, they fire from a masked battery. I do 


} 


} 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


| 


| 


not know what they mean by the regulation of 
commerce by the appropriation of money. It 


ES e, I can eat hasbeen suggested to me that they do not put it 
difference between an appropriation for removing | 


these hulks and the incidental obstructions ocea- | Surely, sir, they will not put it on the ground 


on the ground of the regulation of commerce. 


_of the common defense or the general welfare, 
| They will not put it on any other ground than 
that they want the money; and these appropria- 
tions of money have been and must be, according 
‘to the ordinary operation of causes on the minds 
of different members, partial. I do not state it 
Invidiously against the lakes; but I venture to 
|say that if these bills be summed up, it will be 
| found that appropriations are provided for points 
on the lakes immediately in the neighborhood of 
influential Senators to the amount of more than 
half a million of dollars; when, according to their 
own principles, there cannot be an appropriation 
lof'a single dollar to Virginia or to South Carolina 
because in those States the rivers happen to take 
, their origin in their own mountains, and rundown 
'to the seashore within the limits of their own 
States; and that must be the fate of States thus 
| situated. 

I believe that Boston, New London, New Ha- 
_ven, Newport, and the other northern ports are 
just as much interested in the improvement of 
the harbor of Charleston as are the people of 
Charleston, or of South Carolina and Tennessee, 
‘whose productions there find an outlet. Those 


| northern ports send their ships there. I could 


bring myself to vote for any improvement like 
light-houses, really having regard to the regula- 
tion of commerce so far as it is conducted over 
the great highway of the world; but, sir, when 
you commence to cut a ditch or a canal around 


_ the Falls of St. Mary, and cut away flats here 
| and flats there, and remove obstructions at one 


| 





place and at another, I know of no limit except 
_ the discretion of Congress to vote money for the 
regulation of commerce. Sir, under this power 
I give it now as my distinct opinion that there 
can be no limit. I know it is an old civil-law 
maxim —4qua debet currere, ut currere solebat. I 
might be reconciled to it where God has directed 
the waters to run; but where man interposes his 
power to obstruct and divert them, [I might have 
a very different opinion; and, so far as regards 
the duty of Congress to remove them, [ could 
| see a great difference. 

Sir, I know that opposition to the system of 
which I am speaking is futile. I can, however, 
very readily draw a distinction in favor of the 
_ measure before us. I can vote for it on the ground 


river bona fide as a war measure by our own Gov- 
ernment. I say the ships were placed in the 
channel of Savannah river at one time by our own 
forces to keep out the British fleet coming there 
under Campbell’s command; and at another time 
by the British garrison to keep out the fleet of 
_D’Estaing. These are the historical facts. I can 
| Vote for it on the broad ground that the Govern- 
ment has used a public highway for the general 
' purposes of war. 








, that those hulks were placed in the Savannah _ 
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While | acquiesce in this bill for this reason, I | seeond time he used this language: he said the 
must protest, and I always shall believe, that the | 


most fatal influence which ean be exercised on || 


the common concerns of this Confederacy, must 
result from the power of using the Treasury for 
jocal purposes in the regulation of commerce. 
The system must be partial. It can never be just. 
Unless you can impart to human nature the jus- 
tice of God, you cannot make it so. The tempt- 
ation of individual interest and the combinations 
of interest, will always carry appropriations of 
money where they want it, and the minority must 
submit. We may appeal to the Constitution as 
much as we please; but what is the use of the 
Constitution, when we have no power to enforce 


jts obligations, or restrain an irresponsible ma- || 


jority within its limitations ? This whole sub- 
ject has been frequently discussed. 1 have often 
discussed it myself, and experience teaches me 
that it is idle for me to attempt to discuss itagain. 
Sir, the Treasury will be exhausted by those who 
have individual and combined interests under this 
system. Itresultsin nothing more nor less than 
this: that States whose rivers run into the At- 
Jantic are to be excluded from the appropriation 
of money for the regulation of commerce, unless 
for light-house purposes, in which, however, the 
whole world is interested, and every State in the 


Union, the most distant as well as the State in 


which the light-house is erected. 
I know that the authority of Mr. Calhoun has 


been more than once referred to by my honorable | 


friend from Michigan; but I think he will bear 


me testimony that on this question I opposed || 


Calhoun on this floor. 
Mr. CASS. True. 


Mr. BUTLER. Sir, the attempt to say thata || 


system of improvement could be adopted by the | 
Federal Government, in the case of rivers run- 


ning through three States—the attempt to regard 
the Mississippi as an inland sea—these, and all 
similar suggestions have only led to this—that 
there was at one time a restriction that, if a river 
ran through three States, Congress might nrake 
an appropriation for it; but now, it is said, if it 


only runs through half a State, it can be done, || 


provided it empties into one of the lakes; but it 
cannot be done in Virginia, because Virginia has 
no rivers but her own. You cannot bring Vir- 
ginia and South Carolina into the system, because 
they have nothing but their own waters. They 
are selfish in the purity of their own streams, and 
not borrowing from anybody else. Lama ss) 
Sir, we live on our own terms very much, an 
I believe we shall be reduced to drinking our own 
waters and eating our own food; and, finally, we 
shall be tenants at sufferance in this Confederacy. 
That is about the amount of the doctrine. 
Mr.STUART. Mr. President, I must be per- 
mitted to say that the speech which has been sub- 


mitted to the Senate by the Senator from Georgia, | 


{Mr. Iverson,] is the most remarkable one | have 
ever listened to in my life. I do notthink Ihave 
ever even read of a case, where a member of a 


legislative body has seen fit to rise and charge on | 


a committee of that body the deliberate design of 
mischief to the State he represents, and that 
design connected with a perversion of history. 
When the Senator first addressed the Senate, and 
made the remark that the committee had sub- 
mitted the bill in this form for the purpose of 
having an executive veto, I thought possibly that 
the Senator, in the heat of debate, had spoken 
differently from what he designed. 

Mr. IVERSON. The Senator has misunder- 
stood, or he misrepresents me. 
charge as that the committee made this report 
with a design to accomplish that object. 
they reported this bill, certainly with the knowl- 


edge that if passed in the shape presented by | 


them it must meet the executive veto. I said that, 

and I do not think the gentleman will deny it. 
Mr. STUART. 

which I have no doubt he will grant, is that the 


debate of this day shall be published to the world || 


without correction; and, if I stand convicted on 
that, I will be the first to state to the Senator and 
to the Senate that Iam mistaken. 


rose, that he could not conceive why the Com- 


) But, sir, I will | 
give you his language. He said, when he first | 


I made no such | 


I said | 


All I ask of the Senator, and | 


mittee on Commerce had reported this bill unless | 


for the oe of producing an executive veto. 
I said I thought that was an expression which 
the Senator did not intend; but when he arose the 


object of the committee could not be misappre- 
hended. He went onto state the effect, and he 
| Stated it more than once, and repeated it. He 

said it was known that the President would veto 
| such a bill as the committee had reported, and 
| that the object of the committee could not be 
misapprehended. Now, sir, if the debate is pub- 
| lished to-morrow as it occurred to-day, if | am 
| mistaken I will publish my mistake to the Senate 
| and to the world. Sir, I shall never impute mo- 
tives to any gentleman; but I will state the motive 
which the committee had; and it is but the motive 
to speak the truth and nothing beyond it. Here 
was an act originating in the last Congress, in 
the House of Representatives, which states upon 
its face 


to remove the obstructions in the Savannah river, below 


“That the sum of $161,000 be, and the same is hereby, | 
appropriated out of any money not heretofore appropriated, | 


| the city of Savannah, in the State of Georgia, placed there | 


during the revolutionary war tor the common defense.” 


That is the act. History shows that it was 


investigation was necessary for the Committee 
on Commerce —for what reason? ‘The whole 
subject covered by the report of the engineer, 


approved in consequence of that declaration. An | 


and the refusal of the Seeretary of War to author- | 


ize th appropriation to be expended in any other 
way, was referred to the Committee on Com- 
merce of this body to report an amendment to 
the law. Well, sir, should the Committee on 
Commerce go forward and restate that as a fact 
which is not true in history? The Secretary of 


| gineer because he copies the language of the act, 
and says rightly, this isan appropriation for that 
object, and cannot be used for any other. Could 
you use an appropriation for the Savannah river 
to improve the Mississippi? The act defines its 
own purpose, and the Secretary says properly 
| that it cannot be used for any other purpose. 


War refuses to adopt the suggestion of the en- | 


Now, sir, what is the suggestion of the engineer | 


having charge of the work? It is that the bill of 
| the last session be amended, not so as to take out 
any of the original language, but to add ‘* and to 
| remove the bars, shoals, banks, and other im- 
| pediments in said river caused by said obstruc- 
tions.”” Was the Committee on Commerce to 


retain in the bill a falsehood on its face—a his- | 
torical falsehood—and then add these additional | 


words, ** caused by said obstructions,’’ when no 
such obstructions exist? 


39 


said river caused by said obstructions.’’ Surely 
this is a matterof opinion. If gentlemen will take 
the trouble to read the report, they will find that 


tions originally sunk, the hulks, and the bars ac- 


mitted to the effect that channels have been 
changed in some instances—that new bars, new 
banks, have been formed; and it is inferred that 
these banks would not have been formed but for 
the sinking of the hulks. That rests in opinion 
merely. We all know that these great rivers are 
changing their deposits and their channels an- 


nually; and it does not follow that the statement || 


| to which I have alluded would be true asa matter 
| ofopinion. Certainly, there is no fact to justify it. 

But, sir, on an investigation of the quesuon, 
the committee were clearly of the opinion that 
these were not obstructions placed in the Savan- 
nah river for the common defense during the Rev- 


should not starid on the statute-book. What is 


derstood as imputing motives to any gentleman; 
I shall never do it. I impute none to the honor- 
able gentleman who introduced the bill in the 
House of Representatives last year. I am sim- 
ply stating the effect; I say the etfect is to place on 
a statute, as a reason for its approval both by 
Cengress and the Executive, that which has no 
foundation in fact. Now suppose that in the bills 
which my honorable colleague (Mr. Cass] has 
submitted, and which have been passed to-day, 
the declaration had been thrown in, ‘ deposits 
| placed there during the revolutionary war for 
| common defense,’’ and the President should say, 
| **T will not go behind this declaration of Con- 





3ut again, what does that amendment propose? | 
‘* Bars, shoals, banks, and other impediments in | 


it does not purport to confine itself to the obstruc- | 


cumulating on the hulks, but opinions are sub- | 


the language when it is reduced to its plain mean- | 
ing? As I have already said, 1 must net be un- | 
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maltreating him? If the President entertains 
such an opinion as the honorable Senator from 
Georgia attributes to him, is it nota deception on 
him to induce his approval of an act that could 
not otherwise be obtained? 

The history of this case has been presented 
by the engineer department, and it has hate pre- 
sented by the citizens of Savannah through an 
organization of theirown. Ido not remember 
its precise name, but perhaps it was the Chamber 
of Commerce, or some such local association. 
They have presented the whole history of the 
question; and they say that these obstructions 
were put there to keep out the French fleet. Now, 
will any Senator undertake to tell me, the Senate, 
and the country, that, while the British held pos- 
session of Savannah, and for the purpose of 
keeping out the American and French fleets, 
sunk obstructions, those are obstructions for the 
common defense? 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes. 

Mr. STUART. Does the Senator from South 
Carolina mean to say that when the enemy are 
in possession of a place, and sink vessels to keep 
out our own fleet, that is an obstruction for the 
common defense? Why, sir, the thing is an 
absurdity. 

Mr. BUTLER. I do not say that it would be 
using it strictly for the common defense; but I 
say that when flagrante bello, an enemy uses 
property, and injury is suffered, it is one of the 
recognized principles of the law of nations that 
you are to pay for it. The principle has been 
recognized by an act of Congress. 

Mr. STUART. lam confining myself to the 
bill. The act which passed Congress at the last 
session says that they were obstructions placed 
there for the common defense during the revolu- 
tionary war; and the Senator from Georgia insists 
that that statement, or words substantially the 
same, shall be retained. 

Mr. IVERSON. I do not insist on any such 
thing. The bill reported from the Committee on 


| Commerce does not recite anything—does not 


state any fact. 

Mr. STUART. Mr. President, the Senator 
did say that we should not look behind the bill 
of the last Congress, but should abide by its 
declarations. I am not so much mistaken as this 
Senator scems to suppose. He insisted that at 
this time we should not look into the question of 
the truth of what was declared by the last Con- 
gress, but should abide by that declaration, 
although it is not true, as | have just shown, 
and as the Senator from South Carolina himself 
admits. 

Now, sir, let me state the facts. All the re- 
ports which have been submitted to the War 


| Department on this question concur in stating 


that, in 1779, British vessels were sunk im the 
river. The names of the vessels are given. It 
is, however, suggested that it appears in a news- 
paper published in Savannah, in 1776, three years 


| before; and in one history it is also hinted—l 


have it before me—that the American officer in 
command sunk some obstructions, but they are 
not defined. If they were obstructions which 
| would prevent vessels from coming up to Savan- 
nah, why did the British commander, three years 
afterwards, sink three transports? Count D’Es- 
taing could not have come up the river with his 


| flect if the obstacles sunk there in 1776 had been 


olution, and therefore that such a declaration || 


sufficient to impede navigation. ‘These, the 
Senator will find, were all the obstructions which 
history even hints at as having been placed there 
by the American Government during the Revo- 
| lution.’ Sull, I repeat, and I ask the especial 
attention of the Senator from Georgia, because 
much as I except to his language, it excites no 
‘unkind feeling on my part towards him person- 
ally—I call his attention to this fact; and I ask 
again, can it be possible that these, which I shall 
denominate two scraps of history shown by the 
citizens of Savannah, (one in a newspaper pub- 
lished at that day, and the other a bare allusion 
in a history to some obstructions having been 
sunk,) prove that what really constituted obstruc- 
tions to navigation were sunk in 1776, when his- 
tory is full of the fact that three years afterwards 
3ritish officers sunk British transport vessels in 
order to prevent the French fleet from coming up? 
| The inference is irresistible that, but for this act, 


‘| the navigation of the stream up to the city of 


| gress, but I willapprove the act,’’ would it not be |} Savannah would not be impeded. 
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Now, if the Senator desires an amendment to 
this bill which shall state that these vessels and 
obstructions were placed there by the British 
officers, in order to prevent the French fleet from 
coming up the Savannah river, I shall not object, 
because that is the truth of history; but if he 
examines the report of the War Department as 
carefully us I have done, he will find that the 
enzineers do not propose to confine the improve- 
ment to that point. They propose to make an 
improvement which is far distant from it—to cut 
off banks, to remove bars; in other words, to 
make a channel where none now exists, and, if [ 
recollect aright, on the opposite side of a certain 
island from where the original channel was. 

I have no desire to detain the Senate unneces- 
sarily. 1 rose only to vindicate the committee. 








‘The committee have no motive other than to speak | 
the truth; but they do feel it incumbent on them, | 
when a subject is referred to them as in this case, | 
to state the facts, not only in the argument, but | 


in the bill itself. We therefore simply propose 
an appropriation for the improvement of this 


river below a certain point, at the discretion of | 
the Secretary of War. Look at his indorsements. || 
One of them, on the report of the engineers to || 


him, is in these words: 
“The appropriation is specific, ‘to remove the obstruc- 


‘ tions in the Savannah river, below the city of Savannah, || 


‘in the State of Georgia, placed there during the revolu- 
‘tionary war for the common defense,’ and can be applied 
to no other purpose whatever. 
dredging is not approved. 
“JEFF’N DAVIS, 
** Secretary of War.’ 


There is a plan of improvement; and I say if 


the honorable Senator will examine, he will find | 


it 1s a plan of improvement which has no relation 
to the original appropriations except in a matter 
of opinion. Sir, I object, as a member of the 
Committee on Commerce, and asa Senator in this 


body, to any act stating on its face an untruth of | 
history, the tendency of which is to receive favor- | 


able action on that account either here or at the 
hands of the Executive. 
Georgia, I will vote upon every case on its own 
merits, and while I will vote for many measures 
of this character which are presented to Congress, 
there are many for which | will not vote, believ- 
ing them not to fall within the power of Congress. 
But never will I again consent to do what I have 
done on two former occasions—sit still quietly 
when a bill upon its face carries a misstatement 
of histery, as in this case, and as in the Cape 
Fear case in North Carolina. I will do what I 
can to have the act speak the truth, and if that be 
done, nobody will be deceived. 

Mr. IVERSON. Mr. President, what is the 
history of this transaction? The last Congress 
‘passed an act appropriating $161,000 to remove 
obstructions in the Savannah river, placed there 


during the revolutionary war for the common || 


defense. Thatis the recital of the act. The War 
Department in the application of that fund has 
decided thatit can only be applied to the removal 
of the ships actually sunk there during the rev- 
olutionary war, and cannot be extended to the 
removal of obstructions caused by the sinking of 
those ships. AsI have already stated, the inten- 
tion of Congress clearly was to remove all the 
obstructions consequent upon the act which had 
originally been done. That is clearly the good 
faith and intention of the law. Owing, however, 
to the rigid construction which the Secretary of 
war has placed upon the law, the object of Con- 


gress has not been and cannot be carried out | 
council of | 


without an explanatory bill. The cit 
Savannah and the people of that city have asked 


Congress to pass an explanatory law, end to | 
earry out by a new act the original intention of | 


Congress in appropriating this money. Congress 
have said that these obstructions were put there 
during the revolutionary war. They have stopped 
up the navigation of the river. 
priated $161,000 for the purpose of removing 
them, but the Secretary of War says the money 
shall only be applied for the removal of the ships 
themselves, without reference to the consequent 
obstructions which have grown out of sinking 
them. We ask you, therefore, to allow us to 
apply the balance of this money which is unex- 


pended to remove the obstructions caused by the | 


sinking of the ships, so as to accomplish the 
original intention that Congress had in view in 
passing the law. 


The plan submitted for || 


Like the Senator from | 


| of a kindre 





You have appro- | 
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When that subject was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce, with the whole correspond- 


' ence between the engineer and the Secretary of 


War, and a draft of a bill which the people of 
Savannah asked to be passed, merely accomplish- 


ing the particular object which they had in view— | 
simply asking that the law, in plain terms, should 


be that the balance of the money, not already 
appropriated, might be applied to the removal of 


the obstructions consequent on the sinking of the | 


ships—and when the Committee on Commerce 
were asked to report on this question, what did 
they do? Instead of complying with the simple 


request of the people and the city council of | 
Savannah; instead of reporting a bill which would | 


carry out that intention in the most explicit terms 


| and simplest manner; instead of reporting a bill 


authorizing the balance of this expenditure to be 


applied to the removal of obstructions which had | 


been caused by the hulks sunk in the Savannah 
river, the Committee on Commerce are more lib- 
eral than this. They propose to give to the cit 

of Savannah, amd to the friends of this appropri- 
ation, more than was asked for. They reporta 
bill authorizing the money to be expended at the 
discretion of the Secretary of War anywhere and 


everywhere in the river Savannah that he may | 
| deem proper. 
Sir, I did not say—certainly | did not intend to | 
| say—that the Committee on Commerce reported | 


this bill for the purpose of defeating the object; 
but I did say, and I repeat, that the Committee 
on Commerce must have understood that if the 
bill which they have reported shall be passed in 
the shape in which they have reported it, it will 
meet the Executive veto. Will they deny it? 
Does the Senator from Michigan say that he be- 


| lieves the bill which his committee have reported 
| will meet the sanction of the Executive? He will 
| not say so. 


Then, sir, the Committee on Commerce have, 
in direct owen to the request of the people 


of Savannah, and in violation of the spirit and | 
intention of the law of the last Congress, reported | 
a bill which they know, if passed by Congress, | 


must meet the Executive veto, and the bill must 


| thus fall, and the object of the appropriation be | 
defeated—the intention of the last Congress be | 


defeated. That is what I said. What the object 
of the committee may be in so framing the bill, I 
do not pretend to say. It may be that they are 
liberal constructionists, as I suppose they are; 
and that they have a great many other measures 
character before this body which 
they wish to pass, and they may desire to place 


| this bill on the same footing with the others, so 


that if they cannot get their particular appropria- 
tions, with the approval of the Executive, they 
do not wish the Rate of Georgia, or the friends 
of the Savannah river appropriation, to have the 
use of this money for the accomplishment of a 
particular object. 


Sir, I do not understand that dog-in-the-manger | 
We ask that the balance of this money | 
| already appropriated may be expended to carry 


spirit. 


out the intention of the last Congress, and to put 
it in such a shape that it may not mect the dis- 


| approbation of the Executive. The committee | 
| come forward with their bill, and report some- | 


thing different or contradictory to this, and put 
the appropriation on a principle of a gencral char- 
acter which they know will be defeated by the 
Executive. What is the object of that? Why 


have they done it? If they were willing to have | 


this money applied as Congress originally in- 


tended it to be applied —to remove the obstructions | 


to the navigation of the Savannah river—cither in 
specific or in general terms, why not report the 
bill which was asked of them? They understood, 
as well as I did, that if the bill which was referred 
to them had been reported back in its original 
shape, simply authorizing the balance of the a 


propriation to be applied to the removal of obstruc- | 
tions in the Savannah river caused by the original | 
obstructions, it is probable the Executive would | 

They also knew—and certainly | 


sanction that bill. 
they will not pretend that they did not know—that 
if they reported a general bill putting the appro- 
priation on general principles, it could not receive 
the Executive sanction. I said, therefore, that I 
did not think the committee had acted alt 

fairly in reference to this measure. I wil 
back that expression. I will not say they have 


acted unfairly; but they have acted—if I may use | 
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the expression—with rather too much generosity, 
We do not ask for a general appropriation to clean 
out the Savannah river; we iS not want, we wil] 
not have, such an appropriation. We simply ask 
that you will pass a law authorizing the balance 
of the money already appropriated, and lying in 
the Treasury unexpended, to be applied to accom. 
plish the object and spirit of the law of the Jag: 
session of Congress. 

Now, the Senator from Michigan says that the 
bill of the last session stated a falsehood on ity 
face, and that, to vindicate the truth of history 
the Committee on Commerce at the present ses. 
sion have so reported the bill that the whole mat. 
ter shall be explained. Let us see how that js 
Let us examine the bill reported by the Committes 
on Commerce, and see how it vindicates history 
or negatives the truth of facts stated in the bill of 
the last session of Congress. The gentleman 
certainly did not read his own bill when he made 
the assertion. Its language is simply this: 

“That the money appropriated under the act of the 34 
of March, 1854, for the improvement of the Savannah river 
may be expended under the direction of the Secretary of 
War for the improvement of said river at such places and 
in such manner as he may deem proper.”’ 

Is there anything in that which negatives the 
recitation in the bill of the last Congress? [ys 
there anything in that which vindicates the truth 
of history, in the language of the gentleman? Is 
there anything in that which corrects the falsehood 
said to have ‘been recited in the bill of the last 
session? No,sir; notaword. How, then, does 
the bill reported by the Committee on Commercs 
vindicate the truth of history, according to the 
construction of the gentleman? 

Mr. President, I am not responsible for the re- 
cital of facts contained in the bill of the last Con- 
gress. The Senator from Michigan was a mem- 
ber of the last Congress; I was not. If the bill 
of the last session recited a falsehood on its face, 
{ humbly submit’ that the Senator is in part re- 
sponsible for it. He wasa member of the last 
Congress, and I suppose voted for the bill with 
what he calls a falsehood on the face of it. If he 
did not vote for the bill, and knew of the false- 
hood, and thought it was improper, and that it 
was to deceive the Executive, it was his duty, as 
an honorable man and a Senator, to expose it. I 
wish to know whether the Senator did expose it? 
Where is his speech or exposition of it ? 

The Senator accuses or insinuates that I desire 
to have a falsehood or a misrepresentation stated 
on the face of the bill, to accomplish a particular 
object—to deceive the Executive, and get the 
sanction of a bill which, under other circum- 
stances, he would veto. Does my amendment 
give a foundation for such a charge? Look at the 
amendment. I admit the bill of the last session 
recites the fact that these obstructions were placed 
in the river Savannah during the revolutionary 
war for the common defense. In the remarks 
which I first had the honor to submit to the Sen- 
ate to-day, I expressly said that I would not go 
into the discussion of the truth of that statement; 
for I did not think it was necessary. So far as 
my own vote is concerned, it would not change 
it whether the obstructions were placed there by 
the American or the British forces, or by both; 
and therefore it was not necessary for me to go 
into an explanation to ascertain whether the facts 
stated in that bill were true or false. I do not 
ae as the Senator has charged against me, 
to deceive the Executive by a recitation which 
is untrue, or by an assumption of facts which is 
false. I am incapable of any such trick as that. 
What does my amendment state? It is simply 
in these words: 

“ Provided, That said expenditure shall be confined to 
the removal of obstructions in the said river caused by the 
ships or huiks sunk therein during the war of the Revolu- 
tion. 

Does that state or insinuate, or can it be inferred 
from it, that I intended to assume the fact that 
these ships were sunk there by the American 
forces? No, sir; I simply assume the fact that 
ships were sunk in that river during the revolu- 
tionary war, and that the sinking of those ships 
caused an obstruction to navigation; and I desire 
to have this money applied to removing the 
obstruction caused a the sinking of the ships, 
whether they were sunk by the British or Amer- 
ican forces—not assuming to decide the fact, not 
reciting the fact that these ships were sunk there 
either by the Americans or the British, The 
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yestion of history is in dispute. It has been || the truth ofhistory? Where isthere anythingon | justified him in making them exceptions from the * 
: averred on some occasions that the British sunk | the face of the bill reported by the Committee on || general principles which he thought ought to be if 
l ships; it has been asserted elsewhere that the | Commerce which negatives the assertions in the | applied to bills of this character. The appro- Bl! 
c American forces sunk ships. The Senator from | bill of the last Congress? Where is thereanything | priation for the Cape Fear river has taken effeet. a 
, South Carolina has stated that, according to his || that denies the truth of those assertions? “There | The statement of facts contained in the bill as al 
: understanding, both sunk them. I do not pre- is not a word in the bill that vindicates the truth | it passed Congress was justified by truth. The af 
. tend to decide the question; it is not necessary to | of history. Yet it is so important tothe honor- | appropriation made for the Savannah river has ff 
my argument that I should decide it. [ care not | able Senator from Michigan, that this appropria- | not yet taken effect. The gentleman says that if r 
by whom the ships were sunk—whether by the | tion is to be defeated, the application of the mo- _ the original bill were now before the Senate, his i 
British or American forces, or by the God of ney to be defeated, and the accomplishment of | constitutional scruples would prevent him from DS. 
Nature—all that I inquire is, were they sunk in || the object which Congress had in view in making | advocating the passage of the bill; but he has no 


the river? Having been sunk there, and Con- 


be it to be defeated, for the purpose merely of vindi- 
gress having taken it for granted that they were 


constitutional scruples whatever in arranging an 


sunk, and appropriated money to remove them, 
the question is, Whether that appropriation ought 
to be confined simply to removing the ships them- 
selves, or ought, legitimately and properly, to be 
extended to the removal of obstructions caused 
by the original sinking of the ships? That is 
what I desire to do; it is the whole scope and 
object of my amendment. 

] wish to have the penny so appropriated, in 
the language of the law which we are about to 
pass, if it shall be passed, that the Executive 
may not veto the bill. I object, therefore, to the 
general principles upon which this bill has been 
placed by the Committee on Commerce. I will 
not pretend to charge the committee with an in- 
tentional design to defeat this appropriation; but 
Isay the manner in which they reported this bill 
will inevitably defeat its object; and that, if they 
knew that would be the effect, I desire to learn 
what was their design? For what object has this 
bill been reported in such general terms, giving 
unlimited discretion to the Secretary of War, and 
placing it precisely in the category of a general 
appropriation to clear out or improve the naviga- 
tion of the Savannah river without restriction? 
Such a bill as that, judging by the veto of the 
Executive during the last Congress, and his sanc- 
tion of the Savannah river appropriation bill, 
and the Cape Fear river bill, would inevitably 
meet the Executive disapprobation. The com- 


cating the truth of history. 

I trust the Senate will adopt my amendment, 
which simply limits the appropriation to the real 
object which the bill of the last Congress had in 


| view—merely to apply the money to the removal 
| of obstructions placed in the Savannah river during 
the revolutionary war, whether by one party or 


the other—in order that the President may not 
veto the bill; in order to explain the act of the last 


| session, and simply to carry out the object which 


it had in view. If that is not fair and honorable, 
I do not know what is. 

I have stated that I could not see why the Com- 
mittee on Commerce insisted on having a genera! 


| application given to the fund. We do not ask it-— 
we do not desire it. We want the money applied | 


for a specific object; and when we ask that this 
money may be authorized to be applied tc a spe- 


forward and say: ‘* You shall not have it applied 
to that object; but if you have it at all, you shall 
have it on general principles.’? That may be 
generous, but I do not accept the generosity of 
the Committee on Commerce. I will not say that 
the object is to defeat, but I say the effect will be 
to defeat the purpose of the original appropria- 
tion. P 

Mr. BENJAMIN. Mr. President, I was not 
present at the meeting of the Committee on Com- 
merce at which this subject was discussed; but 


| I must say that, if I had been present, I should 


amendment that will give effect to a bill which it Y 


would be unconstitutional to pass originally. If 
we do not pass the amendment which is now 
proposed by the Senator from Georgia, the un- 
constitutional appropriation of last session, as he 
considers itto be, falls. The complaint he makes 
is, that the Committee on Commerce is now 
assisting the President of the United States in 
carrying out what he believes to be the true prin- 
ciples of the Constitution. The true principles 
of the Constitution, as he understands them, 
prohibit the appropriation of this money to that 
improvement, whatever be the origin of the ob- 
struction. The law, as it was passed at the last 
session, cannot be executed; therefore this un- 
constitutional appropriation now falls; and yet the 
same Senator, who supposes that appropriation 


|| to be in direct violation of the Constitution, is 
cific object, the Committee on Commerce come | 


urging upon the Senate, with every argument in 
his power, that they shall pass a law to give effect 


i . ' . 
, to that unconstitutional appropriation. 


The gentleman from Georgia says that he does 
| notunderstand this dog-in-the-manger policy; he 
| cannot see what motive other gentlemen on this 
| floor can have for desiring this appropriation to 

fall, simply because they cannot get one for 
themselves. Why, sir, the answer to that is 
plain, and clear, and simple. If the President of 
the United States can find any justification in his 
views of the Constitution for sanctioning an ap- 
propriation for the Savannah river upon facts, 


mittee knew that. They do not deny that such 
is the fact. They must know then that this bill, 
if passed in the shape in which they have re- || 
| ported it, must meet the Executive disapproba- 
tion. I perceive that the chairman of the com- 
: mittee, [Mr. Hamutn] shakes his head. Then if | 
they did not know and did not understand that 


very cordially have agreed with the remaining 
members of that committee. I have been very 
much surprised at the line of argument taken to- 
day by my honorable friend from Georgia. I 
cannot altogether understand his position. It 
seems to me to be fatally self-contradictory. The 


gentleman tells us that, in his estimation, the 


then, I say, in the name of God, let the people of 
| Savannah get their appropriation. But if a dis- 
| tinction is to be made in favor of one section of 
| this Confederacy, one State of this Confederacy, 
| on grounds which are not true in point of fact, 
|| then, I say, it is just to the other sections of the 
| Confederacy that the fact should be made known. 
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fact, I take the statement back; but I had sup- 
posed that any man of ordinary sense, looking 
at the principles which have rei avowed by 
the Executive in regard to the bills heretofore 
passed by Congress, and seeking to discriminate 
in relation to the views and intentions and prin- 
ciples of the President, would have no difficulty 


in coming to the conclusion that he would veto | 


any general appropriation bill for a river; and 
that the only reason why he sanctioned the law 
of the last session was, as the Senator from Mich- 
igan states, because it recited the fact that the 
obstruction placed in the river was put there for 
the common defense. 

The Executive may have been deceived at the 
last session. I shall not pretend to deny that he 
was not deceived by a false recitation in the bill 
in that way; for it has nothing 1o do with my 
argument; but | say, whether he was or not, in- 
asmuch as the money has been appropriated for 
aspecific object, and it is necessary to pass an 
oa 


object, I think we may, legitimately, pass an 


amendatory byl for the purpose of accomplishing | 


the object, whether the fact stated in the original 
bill be true or false. That is my argument. I 
do not wish to deceive the President. It isamat- 
ter of no consequence, so far as I am concerned, 
whether the facts stated in the bill of the last ses- 
sion be true or not; but I do not admit that they 
are false. Ido not know how the facts are. I 
will not say that they are not false, but I will not 
admit their falsehood. They were placed in the 
bill, as I understand, at the instance of the high- 
minded and honorable man of whom I am the 
humble successor in this body, Mr. Senator Daw- 
son; and I think he was and is incapable of in- 
tentionally deceiving the Senate, the President, 
or anybody else. 

It may be that the facts stated in the act of last 
year were not agreeable to the truth of history, 
and the Senator from Michigan wishes to vindi- 
cate the truth of history by the bill which his 


bill in order to effect that specific | 





Congress of the United States has no authority 
to pass a billappropriating money for the improve- 
ment of rivers and harbors; and that, in the par- 
ticular instance before the Senate, in his mind, it 
makes no kind of difference whether the obstruc- 
tion to be removed originated from the act of 
our own Government, from the act of the British 
Government, or from the God of Nature, to use 
his own expression; that, in any one of those 


categories, it is his conviction that the Congress || 


of the United States has no right to make the 
appropriation. Sull, I think not a Senator on 
this floor will differ from me in opinion, when I 
state that I have not yet in the Senate seen, by 
any member of this body, an appropriation urged 
with so much vehement zeal as that displayed 
by the honorable Senator from Georgia for this 


ee, improvement in the Savannah river. 


think it is very unfortunate that the Senator 
from Georgia should repeat language which, not- 
withstanding his disclaimer, must necessarily go 
out to the country as conveying imputations on 
the Committee on Commerce; for, although the 
Senator again and again disclaims an intention of 
imputing to members of the Committee on Com- 
merce any design to defeat his bill, he repeats 
over and over again that they must have known 
his bill would be defeated by their amendment, 
and asks them what design they had if they had 
not the design of defeating the appropriation. 

I will state, in a very few words, what I think 
in relation to this amendment. It appears to me 
to be so plain and clear a matter, that [ cannot 
think the gentleman from Georgia will persuade 


course to be pursued on this oceasion. A large 
number of appropriation bills was passed for in- 
ternal improvements during the sessions of the 
last Congress. The President of the United States 


vetoed them all except the appropriation for the | 


Cape Fear river and the appropriation for the 
Savannah river. Those two appropriations suc- 


' 


the Senate that what he proposes is the proper || 


| The gentleman says that my honorable friend 
| from Michigan is desirous of vindicating the truth 
| of history, and he says it ina very sneering man- 
ner, and he asks whether the bill of the Commit- 
tee on Commerce vindicates the truth of history. 
| Surely, it does not, and I do not think my friend 
| from Michigan said that it did; but what my 
friend from Michigan did say, and say truly, was 
| this: that if the Committee on Commerce had 
allowed this amendment to pass, based on a -ref- 
erence to the false statement of the act of the last 
| session, they would have been adding the sane- 
| tion of repeated assertion to a fact of which they 
| had now ascertained the falsehood. 
| At the last session of Congress my friend from 
Georgia, [Mr. Dawson,|—a gentleman for whor 
no person on this floor can entertain a higher re- 


|| spect ora warmer regard than myseif—introduced 


| this bill in behalf of his State. It was examined 
| in committee. The historical facts were not ex- 
| amined into, because we took it for granted that 

his statement was correct. Are we, the members 
| of the Committee on Commerce at the last ses- 
| sion, now to be taunted with responsibility for 
| falsifying the truth of history, because we did 
| not verify with scrupulous exactitude the state- 
| ment which the gentleman’s predecessor made? 
| And are we to be blamed if it now happens that, 
| on an examination of the facts, it turns out to be 


‘| that the gentleman’s predecessor was mistaken 
| in the statement? And are we wrong in making 


|a statement of the truth to the Senate? Surely, 
| the gentleman from Georgia is very unfortunate 
| in the charge which he prefers against the com- 
mittee. I think thatif the gentleman from Geor- 


|| gia will refer to-morrow, when this debate shall 


have been printed, to the statements which he 
made in his opening speech, and to the language 
he has since used, he will find—undoubtediy 
without any intention of his own—undoubtedly 
| without any desire of imputing improper or dis- 
honorable motives to any member of the com- 


i 
| 
| 
| 
| 
j 


| ceeded upon the ground that there existed, in 


| mittee—that his language was very unfortunately 
ow does it vindicate | those two special cases, distinct facts which 


committee have reported. ‘seleeted ; that the impression which he now 


“spent 
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disclaims 1s one which must have gone out to the 
Senate and country as being acharge made by him 














against the Committee on Commerce—namely, a | 


desire improperly to defeatan appropriation which 
in his estimation they had no right to defeat, be- 
cause it had already been made by Congress. [ 
only answer to that, as [ said before, if the appro- 
priation of the last session be ineffectual on account 
of the language of the statute, and the intention 
now is to make that appropriation effectual, the 
gentleman from Georgia is, in my humble esti- 
mation—I know he does not consider it so— 
occupying a position which is entirely inconsist- 
ent with principle and self-contradictory. He 
says that the people of Savannah, the people of 
Georgia, and he himself do not want any general 
appropriation for the Savannah river; but he 
wants an appropriation for the Savannah river 
to remove the obstacles to navigation created by 
the sinking of these hulks during the revolution- 
ary war. 


The act which was signed by the President of | 


the United States, was signed on the express 
ground that he was informed by Congress that 
these obstacles were placed there Ee the act of our 
own Government for the common defense. On 
that ground, and that alone, he signed the act. 
‘There has been a mistake in the statement of fact, 
and the gentleman complains of the Committee 
on Commerce for informing the Senate of this 
mistake, and for informing the President of the 
mistake, in order that the State of Georgia may 
be put in relation to the Savannah river just as 
the western States are put in relation to their 
rivers—just where the State which I represent is 
put in relation to the river Mississippi. : 

Mr. IVERSON. Will the Senator allow me 
to ask him to point out to me where, in the lan- 
guage of the bill reported by the Committee on 

ommerce, this mistake is stated? 

Mr. BENJAMIN. So far from desiring to 
hinder the gentleman’s appropriation, the Com- 
nrittee on Commerce confine themselves to repre- 
senting such language as should not contain the 
false statement of the last session. Now, the 
amendment of the Senator from Georgia does not 
in express terms repeat the falsehood of the last 
session, but very strongly insinuates that the 
statement contained in the last act was a true 
statement, because the last act says this appro- 
priation was to be made for the purpose of re- 


moving obstructions placed in the Savannah river | 
by our own Government, ‘for the common de- | 


fense;’’ and the gentleman proposes his amend- 


ment to the act which contains that statement in || 


language which he has read, and which refers to 
the words of that act, and in a measure adopts 
them as true. All that the Committee on Com- 
merce have done has been to use such form of 
language as shall not again give our sanction to 
a false statement. I understand the amendment 
of the gentleman from Georgia, if now passed, 
(being passed with reference to the act of the last 
session of Congress, and as an amendment of that 
act,) will be in point of fact a repetition by the 
Senate of a false statement of history, and conse- 
uently again calculated to deceive the President. 
‘rhe proposition of the gentleman from Georgia 
is to extend the appropriation to the removal of 
all obstructions arising from the sinking of ves- 
sels, whether during the revolutionary war or 
Mr. IVERSON, It is not to extend, but to 
confine, the application to that particular object. 
Mr. BENJAMIN. ‘* Confine it to that par- 
ticular act!*’ But by reference to the act passed 
at the last session of Congress, we put before the 
Executive a statement by inference that we are 
sull of the same opinion as we were at the last 
session—that these obstructions were placed there 
by our own Government—when we have since 
discovered they were not so placed. The lan- 
guage of the bill of the Committee on Commerce 
is sunply framed in such a manner as to avoid the 
repeution of the false statement—to avoid any- 
thing which could be interpreted into an assertion 
by them a second time of a fact which they have 
now ascertained to be erroneous. The amend- 
ment of the gentleman from Georgia, in my esti- 
mation, gives the sanction of the Senate to this 
false statement, and for that reason I object to 
at. 
I say again, I would object to the State of 
gia receiving an appropriation (and I say it 
with all the terrors of the reproach of the do - 














i tte 





| in-the-manger policy’’ before my eyes) for its 
rivers, when the State of Louisiana is deprived 
of a similar appropriation, unless I could see 
some other ground for it than a mere mistake in 
a statement of a historical fact. 
Mr.HAMLIN. Mr. President, I know very 


| well that we are all subject in the heat of debate 


imputation either on a committee or on an indi- 


Senator in pardoning an expression of sucha 


character which may ‘all from any Senator. I | 


confess, | listened with much pain to the declara- 
tions, the repeated declarations, of the Senator 
from Georgia; but still believing, as 1 then did, 
and as | now do, that they were expressions used 
under excitement and -vithout designing really to 
/convey a wrong impression, either against the 
committee or individuals, either of the Senate or 
of that committee, I have no remarks to make in 
relation to them. I would have commented, if 
the Senator from Michigan had not done so, on 
some of the expressions which fell from the 
Senator from Georgia. 

There are only one or two matters in this 
| question remaining, to which I ask the attention 
| of the Senate and the attention of the Senator 
from Georgia. First, the amendment proposes to 
qualify the appropriation by limiting it to the 
_removal of obstructions which have been occa- 
sioned by the sinking of certain wrecks in the 
eonmaah river. Now, let me ask the Senator, 
(and L ask for an answer because I find nothing 
in the report of the engineer which satisfies me 
upon the point, and I presume the Senator can 
give me the desired information,) are there any 
obstructions in that river, or claimed to be in that 
river, below the city of Savannah, which are not 
alleged to have arisen in consequence of the sink- 
ing of these wrecks ? 

Mr. {VERSON. I am not sufficiently familiar 
| with the Savannah river below the city of Sa- 
| vannah to answer thatquestion. I donot know, 

but I presume there are many obstructions there 
not caused by these hulks. I have no doubt there 
are many obstructions put there by nature and by 
adventitious, causes altogether outside this par- 
ticular clause; but the object, as I understand it, 
of Captain Gilmer, is not to remove all obstruc- 
tions in the Savannah river produced from any 
cause, but simply to apply the money alread 

appropriated to remove the obstructions wuah 
were caused by these particular specific hulks or 

wrecks which have been sunk. That is all we 


|, desire; that is all we ask for. 


If the Senator from Maine will allow me to 
proceed for a few minutes longer, I think I can 
/make to the Senate, if not to the distinguished 
| Senator from Louisiana, [Mr. Benjamin, ] a sat- 
isfactory statement—at least it is so to my own 
mind—why I can vote for this appropriation if 
my amendment be adopted, when I would not 
have voted for the appropriation originally. Sir, 
| the question is settled as to the mppemenen- 
| $161,000 was appropriated to remove these ob- 
structions; and the question is, the money having 
been already appropriated by Congress, whether 
| we shall have a bill to carry out the ovject. 1 
think I may with propriety vote for a bill to 
}accomplish the object which Congress had in 
| view, although I would not have voted for the 
| original proposition. All we want, all we ask 
| for is, that as the money has been appropriated 
}it shall be applied according to the intention of 
| Congress. Tehink there is nothing inconsistent 
| in that; certainly nothing unconstitutional. I will 
| take occasion here to say, that if my amendment 
, Shall not prevail I cannot vote for the original 
| bill of the committee, because that is a general 
appropriation of money to clear out the Savannah 
| river, without reference to the particular causes 
| which produced the obstructions. 
Mr. HAMLIN. The Senator from Georgia 


| tells the Senate that he is not aware of what are | 


| the obstructions of the Savannah river below the 
city of Savannah; but that there may be, and 


| probably are, other obstructions in consequence | 


of those caused by sinking vessels in the river. 
|I desire to say, however, that, from reading the 


| report which has been made to the Senate, I do | 


| not see there are any obstructions below the city 
of Savannah for the removal of which the people 
of Georgia have asked, or for which the engineer 


sometimes to use expressions which are wrong, | 
and even obnoxious, without designing to cast an | 
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| has made any report orestimate. All the reports 
hich have been made by tl i 

whic made by the engineer depart. 

‘ment relate solely to obstructions arising from 

the wrecks, orthose which have been in 





nin conse. 
uence of the wrecks there placed. If such bg 


| the fact, Ido not understand that there is an 
necessity for limiting the appropriation as th» 
amendment proposes to do; eeaean, taking the 
report of the engineer, taking all reports ang 


|| recommendations whicl. have been made in regard 
vidual; and I am willing to go as far as any || 


to the Savannah river; taking the law which was 
passes for improving the river below the city, the 
ill now before us is itself a bill to appropriate 
money for that pointand none other. It will not be 
appropriated for other places or for other purposes, 
But I desire to state another thing. The Senator 
from Georgia has treated this as an appropriation 
solely for Georgia; and in that view, representin 
the State of Georgia, and in order to control his 
own vote, that may be correct, at leastif he werg 
favorable to the original appropriation. 
Mr. IVERSON. I beg the Senator to allow 
me to interrupt him for a moment. He certain] 
heard me say that I voted against this identical 





sinc 


roposition, although for the benefit of my own 
State, when I was a member of the House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. HAMLIN. Iso understand. 

Mr. IVERSON. The benefit of the State of 
Georgia has no influence on me. I would vote 
against an appropriation for the State of Georgia 
as soon as I would against one for Maine, or for 
~" other State in this Union. 5 
| Mr. HAMLIN. Still the Senator said in his 
remarks that Georgia does notask this to be done. 
He says, let ‘‘ us’’ apply the money, referring to 
Georgia. He spoke of the people of Georgia as 
having submitted the bill. He repeated over and 
over again language which led me to suppose 
| that he regarded it as a bill solely for the benefit 
|of Georgia. He certainly so treated it to a very 
| great extent, without saying that he would vote 
for it because it was a bill sought for by Georgia, 
asked for by Georgia, and designed to benefit the 
navigation of one of the rivers of Georgia. 

Now, sir, the course of the Committee on Com- 
merce was, to examine every case by itself; and 
in every case where the Department had made an 
estimate, and where the committee believed that 
the measure came within a rule which they laid 
| down of facilitating commerce, they would, and 
| they did, report a bilt. This was one of that class 
of cases, not because the Savannah river flows 
through Georgia. Is Georgia alone benefited? 
The Senator knows, and I think he stated—if he 
did not, certainly the Senator from South Carolina 
did—that other States were as much, and indeed 
| more, interested in the improvement of this river 
'than Georgia; for, while she may furnish the 
commerce, other States furnish the tonnage with 
| which to carry on that commerce. It, therefore, 
was the rule of the Committee on Commerce—a 
uniform and general rule, applying to every State 
and to every locality—to inquire, first, whether an 
improvement came within that view which the 
committee had taken, as being a point where the 
facility of commerce required an appropriation, 
/ané estimates had been made. Savannah came 
within both the rules which we had laid down. 
| Then, when we had agreed to report a bill, what 
did we do? We found that an appropriation had 
been made at the last session on a misstatement 
of facts. I say this without imputing wrong in- 
tentions toany person. Froman investigation of 
the matter, we ascertained that a wrong statement 
_of facts was contained in the bill, and by which 

the appropriation wasmade. That bill had failed 
| in its effect under the construction of the War 
Department. It was, therefore, as if no bill had 
been passed making an apprepriation for this 
purpose. , 

The present bill was reported and was designed 
by the committee (although it names the particu- 
lar appropriation of last year) as an original bill, 
| making an original appropriation. Now, I ask 
| the Senator from Georgia to tell me, in this view 
of the case, upon what ground could the com- 
mittee discriminate in favor of the Savannah river, 
when they would not discriminate in favor of ano- 
| ther? Or, in other words, why should they depart 
from that rule which applied to all other rivers 
, and all other appropriations which they recom- 
| mended? The soempucnes had failed and was 

as utterly uselessas if no appropriation had ever 
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